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I. REPORT BY THE REPRESENTATIVE OF ROUMANIA,

ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL ON AUGUST 31st, 1929.

On September 26th, I928, the Council, with reference to the resolution of the Ninth Assembly,
requested the Chairman of the Special Commission to call another meeting of the Commission, in
order that the work of the Commission might be completed as soon as possible and submitted to a
special Conference, which would meet either at the same time as the general Conference for the
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments or at an earlier date.

Since then, the Special Commission has held two sessions-one from December 5th to 7th,
I928, and the other from August 26th to 29th, I929.

At the request of the Commission, the Secretary-General communicated to the Council the
Commission's report, the draft Convention it drew up and the Minutes of its last session with the
annexes.

It appears from the report of the Commission that, after a further attempt to reconcile the
various points of view, it still found itself unable to eliminate certain fundamental differences.
It has therefore not been possible for it to submit a single final text to the Council.

I have the honour to submit to the Council the following draft resolution:

" The Council notes the report of the Special Commission and requests the Secretary-
General to communicate it and the Minutes of the present meeting of the Council to the
delegates at the Assembly, together with the other documents forwarded to the Council by the
Commission."

Special Commission for the Preparation of a Draft

Convention with regard to the Supervision of the Private

Manufacture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and

Ammunition and of Implements of War.

2. REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL.

I. The Special Commission appointed by the Council in December 1926, to prepare a final
draft to be considered by an international Conference on the manufacture of arms and ammunition
and implements of war, sat at Geneva from December 5th to 7th, 1928. The Commission based its
work on the draft Convention prepared at its first session in March and April I927, and amended
at its second session in August 1928 (document A.43.I928.IX). It set up a Sub-Committee,
which laid a number of proposals before it. On this occasion, the Belgian delegation defined
the effect of the reservation it had previously made regarding the advisability of a further study
being made of the categories in Article I, to which the supervision and publicity clauses of the
Convention are to apply. The Commission decided to leave it to a committee of experts to consider
the Belgian delegation's proposals. The Commission again sat from August 26th to 29th, 1929,
to examine the report of the Committee of Experts and to continue consideration of the other
questions arising out of the preparation of the draft Convention.

The draft Convention, in the form it has reached after these various discussions, is annexed.

(Annex).
II. The Commission decided to leave it to the Conference to draw up the preamble to the

future Convention.



III. (a) As regards Article i of the draft Convention, the draft prepared as a result of the
Commission's discussions at its earlier sessions (document A.43.g928.IX) reproduced without
alteration the provision of Chapter I of the Convention of June I7th, 1925, for the Supervision
of the International Trade in Arms. Certain reservations had, however, been made. In the first
place, the Belgian delegation had made the reservation referred to above as regards the advisability
of a further study being made of the categories in question (see III (b) below). Further, the German
delegation and the United States delegation (with the support of the Netherlands delegation)
had made certain reservations in regard to Category IV, dealing with aircraft and aircraft engines
(see III (c) below).

(b) The proposal put before the Committee of Experts by the Belgian delegation, when
reduced to its essentials, involves the following consequences:

(I) It keeps obsolete service patterns in Category I for so long as they are capable
of military use, to whatever use it may be alleged that they are being put.

(2) It eliminates from the Convention certain accessory material and component parts
which are regarded as non-essential.

(3) It makes a change in the classification of automatic pistols and revolvers and
small-arm ammunition.

(4) It reduces the number of heads, in order to facilitate agreement as to the
organisation of publicity of manufacture.

On the whole, the majority of the experts, while appreciating the Belgian delegation's
arguments and the conciliatory spirit it displayed in attempting to reach a compromise, did not see
its way to accept the proposed amendments. Certain delegations, notably the Polish and Japanese,
expressed the view that only absolutely imperative technical considerations could justify changes
in a nomenclature which had been decided upon after lengthy discussion and embodied in a
Convention already signed and awaiting ratification (the 1925 Convention on the Trade in Arms).
The British and Italian delegations said that they could accept the Belgian proposal if it was
generally agreed to. After detailed consideration of the various amendments put forward, the
Committee of Experts proposed that the text of paragraph B of Categories I and II should be
drafted as follows:

"B. Essential and easily recognisable component parts, completely finished, of the
articles covered by A above, if capable of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of
the said articles, or as spare parts."

The words underlined are new.

This proposal was adopted by the Special Commission.
Further, the Committee of Experts drew the attention of the Special Commission to the

unsatisfactory drafting of the first sentence in Article A, Category I. This drafting made it possible
for Governments to sell their disused pieces of ordnance to private persons. Facts prove that a
considerable part of the clandestine traffic in war weapons is carried on with stocks of disused arms
which are put into working order by private industrial concerns. The Belgian delegation therefore
proposed that, in order to put a stop to these operations, all disused ordnance should be kept in
Category I for so long as it is capable of military use. The French delegation, believing that the
words "capable of military use "may still involve some ambiguity,- proposed that all arms which
have been comprised in the armament of the armed forces should remain in this category. The
Special Commission adopted the following text proposed by the French delegation and accepted
by the Belgian delegation:

" Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed and intended for land, sea
or aerial warfare, both those which are or shall be comprised in the armament of the armed
forces of a State and those which have been comprised in such armament."

A Belgian proposal to insert after the word "implements " the words "manufactured
since I850" was not approved by the Special Commission. Nor was the Commission able to
accept the Belgian suggestion to substitute in the last line of Article I, Category V, the term
"muzzle-loading small-arms " for "muzzle-loading fire-arms ", since it considered that the
other stipulations in the article were sufficiently clear to meet the case which the Belgian
Government desired to cover by this amendment.

As regards automatic pistols and revolvers, the Special Commission adopted, on the proposal
of the British delegate and by a majority vote, the following wording for Article I, Category II A, i:

" Revolvers, [comma] and self-loading or automatic pistols, and developments of the
same"'-', etc.

The effect of this alteration is to include in Category II a large number of revolvers which may
serve in war and for other purposes and in particular most service revolvers.

(c) The German delegate said that he withdrew the observation he had made in regard to
Article I and agreed with the reservation submitted by the United States delegation.
This reservation referred to the right to make a proposal, with a view to its insertion in the final
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text of the Convention, limiting Category IV of Article I to aircraft and aircraft engines
manufactured under military specifications within the territory or jurisdiction of the high
contracting parties. The United States delegate explained that his intervention must not be
interpreted as indicating a wish not to give all the necessary publicity as regards aircraft and
spare parts; the publications of the United States contained all the necessary details concerning
that country's civil aviation. He thought, however, *that material of this kind constructed for
commercial purposes should not be regarded as an implement of war. He added that he would
be ready to agree that only aircraft manufactured for the armed forces of the various countries
should be included, if that formula would be more acceptable to the other delegations. He would
personally prefer the formula he had originally proposed.

The German delegation, referring to this statement by the representative of the United
States, proposed to add, at the end of Category I A, the following:

" Aircraft and aircraft engines manufactured for the armed forces of the various countries",

and to suppress Category IV. This proposal, which received the support of the United States
and Netherlands delegates was not, however, approved by the majority of the Special Commission.
The German delegate added that there would be no difficulty in drafting a special convention giving
all the necessary information in regard to civil aviation. The Czechoslovak delegate suggested
that a new category should be established for aviation material manufactured for pacific purposes.
He did not, however, go so far as to recommend special treatment for this category, since he
thought that the Convention should preserve a certain measure of uniformity.

IV. Article 2. - The Commission adopted the Belgian proposal to modify the text so as to
bring under this article Categories I, II, III and IV of Article I, but not Category V. This modifica-
tion was intended to prevent manufacturers of the arms coming under Category V from being
subjected to the licensing system when they produce in negligible quantities and in exceptional
cases an article coming under the other categories.

V. Article 3. - The Commission agreed to omit from this article any reference to the arms,
ammunition and implements the use of which in war is prohibited by international law. In doing
so, the members of the Commission had in mind the difficulty of clearly defining the articles in
question and also the fact that during the Conference on the Supervision of the Trade in Arms
in 1925 a Protocol was signed prohibiting the use in war of asphyxiating gases, etc.

Article 3 as adopted at the second session of the Commission gave rise to certain reservations.
A number of delegations objected to the inclusion of Category IV in this article. During the
subsequent discussion, the British delegation stated that it withdrew its opposition on this point,
and no other delegation has shown any desire to retain the reservation in question. Another
objection raised by the British delegation to the clauses relating to the arms, ammunition and
implements the use of which in war is prohibited by international law has disappeared with the
omission of any reference to this point in the text. A final observation on Article 3 related to the
declaration of principle made by the delegation of the United States of America, to the effect that
its Government is powerless to prescribe or enforce a prohibition or a system of licences upon private
manufacture, which takes place under the jurisdiction of the States which form the United States
of America. On this point, the United States delegate desired to make it clear that this reser-
vation is not intended to stand in the way of the adoption of a Convention. It is constitutionally
impossible for the United States to accept this stipulation. The United States delegate hopes,
moreover, that the acceptance of the Convention will not be prevented by this situation, since
all the precise data which it may be desired to obtain are given publicity in America.

VI. Article 4. - The Commission decided by a majority to omit paragraph (c) of the old text.

VII. Article 5. - At the second session of the Commission, this article was discussed at great
length. While Articles 2, 3 and 4 raise the problem of a licensing system for private manufacture
Article 5 deals with the problem of publicity both for private manufacture and for State
manufacture. This article raises a series of questions: the extent of the publicity regarding private
manufacture and, in particular, whether such publicity should relate only to the value of the goods
manufactured or also to the number and (or) the weight of the products; whether State manufacture
should be treated from the point of view of publicity in the same way as private manufacture; and,
whether publicity should, as regards private manufacture or as regards State manufacture or as
regards the two, necessitate detailed information for each heading in the various categories of
Article I, or only in regard to each of those categories.

The text adopted at the second session contained a first paragraph imposing on the high
contracting parties the obligation to publish a return showing the total production, in value, of
private manufactures for each heading of Category I (A and B), Category II (A and B) and
Category IV of Article I. The second paragraph provided for the publication of the total
production, in terms of value and by categories, of the material manufactured for it either in
establishments of which the State is the sole proprietor or in any other establishment working for
Government account. The third paragraph dealt with the publication of the provisions of the
statutes, etc., dealing with the manufactures in question. Article 5 in this form was only adopted
with a series of reservations.
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The first reservation related to the inclusion of Categories I B, II B and IV. This reservation
has been withdrawn. The other reservations related to the three questions mentioned above and
further raised the question of the connection between the conditions of publicity relating to State
manufacture and the general conditions which will be laid down in the Convention on the Reduction
and Limitation of Armaments.

The Sub-Committee, set up in December I928, thought it desirable to re-cast the text of
Article 5 and the remarks appended thereto, so as to bring out, in accordance with the view of
the majority of the Sub-Committee, that private manufacture and State manufacture should be
treated on the same footing as regards publicity. A new text has accordingly been adopted for
the second paragraph of Article 5. The first and third paragraphs of the article will in accordance
with the Sub-Committee's proposals, remain as in the draft adopted at the Commission's second
session. The various remarks accompanying this text had to be modified to take account of the
opinion of the different sections constituting the minority.

At its recent meeting, the Commission, by ii votes to 6, decided to amend the first paragraph
of Article 5, so that publicity in regard to private manufacture should apply, not only to the value,
as the Sub-Committee proposed, but also to the number and the weight of the articles. In spite
of this modification of paragraph T, the Committee, by 9 votes to 7, adopted the wording of the
second paragraph prepared by the Sub-Committee, stipulating that State manufacture and private
manufacture should be treated in the same way as regards publicity. The third paragraph of
the article has been kept unchanged.

From the lengthy discussion to which the drafting of Article 5 gave rise, mention may be
made of the following points:

The representative of France found that the chief difficulty in the way of a solution was due
to the fact that the specific question raised in the fifth paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant
relating to the private manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements of war had been extended
to State manufacture.

He recalled that the French delegation could not even conceive that an equality of treatment
might be contemplated between private manufacture, which was subject to supervision by the
State, and State manufacture, in regard to which each State would have to control itself.

Therefore, while accepting the principle of publishing the value of State manufactures, he
stated that he could not accept the second paragraph of Article 5, seeing that the publicity to
be given to State manufacture could only be determined in connection with the decisions which the
Preparatory Commission will take in pursuance of its resolution of May 4th, I929, and that the
methods of publicity, should, in his opinion, be in conformity with the provisions of the future
Convention on the limitation of armaments.

The Italian and Czechoslovak delegates supported this view.
The British delegate explained that his Government was principally concerned to ensure

equal treatment of private manufacture and State manufacture. Having voted against giving
particulars of number, weight and value in regard to private manufacture, he found it difficult
to vote for the second paragraph, which would now require that such particulars should be given
in regard to State manufacture. He therefore abstained from voting on this paragraph.

The representatives of Salvador and the Netherlands emphasised the fact that the Special
Commission was entrusted by the Council with a duty which it could not decline on the mere
grounds that the question of publicity of war material was under consideration by the Preparatory
Commission. They also pointed out that the last Assembly had foreseen the possibility of a
Conference on the Manufacture of Arms meeting before the International Disarmament Conference.

The representative of Germany said that there was a real interdependence between the
Convention on the Manufacture of Arms and that on the Trade in Arms, whereas the connection
between the work of the Preparatory Commission and the work of the special Commission was
only superficial. The Special Commission was concerned with informing public opinion of the
annual manufacture of arms by the industries of the different countries, whereas the Preparatory
Commission was dealing with material in existence whether in use or as stocked material.

The Japanese delegation, being unable to accept the text adopted by the Special Commission
for paragraphs I and 2, declared in favour of maintaining the text of the two paragraphs in
question as submitted by the Sub-Committee and mentioning only the value of production.

VIII. Article 6. - The Special Commission agreed on the new text inserted in the draft
Convention annexed hereto.

IX. Article 8. - The majority of the Commission agreed to the wording inserted in the draft
annexed hereto. Certain remarks were recorded at the end of the article.

X. Articles 7, 9, Io, II, 13, 14 and i6 were adopted without modification. The Commission
was of opinion that the substance of Articles I2 and 15 should be reserved for discussion by the
Conference. The delegates of Germany, Italy and Salvador, however, supported the proposal
by the Netherlands delegate to omit Article I2. The Spanish delegate supported the observation
made by the delegate of Salvador in regard to Article I5.
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Annex.

DRAFT CONVENTION WITH REGARD TO THE SUPERVISION OF THE PRIVATE
MANUFACTURE AND PUBLICITY OF THE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND

AMMUNITION AND OF IMPLEMENTS OF WAR

Submitted to the Council by the Special Commission.

Preamble

(to be drafted by the Conference).

CATEGORIES.

Article I.

For the purposes of the present Convention, five categories of arms, ammunition and
implements are established:

CATEGORY I. - ARMS, AMMUNITION AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR EXCLUSIVELY DESIGNED AND INTENDED FOR

LAND, SEA OR AERIAL WARFARE.

A. - Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed and intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, both
those which are or shall be comprised in the armament of the armed forces of a State, and those which have been
comprised in such armament, except such arms, ammunition and implements which, though included in the above
definition, are covered by other categories.

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

i. Rifles, muskets, carbines.
2. (a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all calibres;

(b) Mountings for machine-guns;
(c) Interrupter gears.

3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in Nos. I and 2 above.
4. Gun-sighting apparatus, including aerial gun-sights and bomb-sights, and fire-control apparatus.
5. (a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre less than 5.9 inches (I5 cm.);

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

6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in No. 5 above.
7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges and other kinds of projectiles.
8. (a) Grenades;

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

9. Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus.
io. Bayonets.
ii. Tanks and armoured cars.
I2. Arms and ammunition not specified in the above enumeration.

B. - Essential and easily recognisable component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by A above
if capable of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as spare parts.

CATEGORY II. - ARMS AND AMMUNITION CAPABLE OF USE BOTH FOR MILITARY AND OTHER PURPOSES.

A. - I. Revolvers, and self-loading or automatic pistols, and developments of the same, designed for single-handed
use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than io cm.

2. Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as sport or personal defence, that
will fire cartridges that can be fired from fire-arms in Category I; other rifled fire-arms firing from the shoulder, of a
calibre of 6 mm. or above, not included in Category I, with the exception of rifled fire-arms with a " break-down " action.

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

4. Swords and lances.
B. - Essential and easily recognisable component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by A above,

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

CATEGORY III. - VESSELS OF WAR AND THEIR ARMAMENT.

I. Vessels of war of all kinds.
2. Arms, ammunition and implements of war mounted on board vessels of war and forming part of their normal

armament.
CATEGORY IV.

i. Aircraft, assembled or dismantled.
2. Aircraft engines.

CATEGORY V.

I. Gunpowder and explosives, except common black gunpowder.
2. Arms and ammunition other than those covered by Categories I and II, such as pistols and revolvers of all

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

Remnarks.

The delegation of the United States of America reserved the right to propose
for incorporation in the final text of the Convention a statement limiting the
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material of Category IV of Article I to aircraft and aircraft engines manufactured
under military specifications within their territory or jurisdiction, either on
their own behalf or on behalf of the Government of another State.

The term "manufactured under military specifications" means both
material manufactured for purely military purposes and material manufactured
for commercial purposes, but on specifications designed to make it capable
of military use.

The delegations of Germany and the Netherlands associated themselves
with this reservation.

SUPERVISION AND PUBLICITY.

Article 2.

For the purposes of the present Convention, private manufacture shall be considered to mean
manufacture of articles defined in Article I taking place in establishments of which the State
is not the sole proprietor, and which are mainly or to a large extent engaged in the manufacture
of the articles covered by Categories I, II, III and IV of Article I, excluding manufacture on
the order and behalf of the State.

Article 3.
The High Contracting Parties undertake not to permit, in the territory under their jurisdiction,

the private manufacture as defined in Article 2 of the articles included in Categories I, II, III
and IV, unless the manufacturers thereof are licensed by the Government to manufacture the
articles referred to in this article.

This licence shall be valid for a period to be determined individually by each High Contracting
Party, and shall be renewable for a further period at the discretion of the Government.

Remarks.
The delegation of the United States of America recalled its declaration

of principle made previously to the effect that its Government is powerless
to prescribe or enforce a prohibition or a system of licences upon private
manufacture, which takes place under the jurisdiction of the States which form
the United States of America.

Article 4.
The High Contracting Parties undertake to forward to the Secretary-General of the League

of Nations, or to publish within two months after the close of each quarter beginning on the first
day of January, April, July and October, a list of the licences granted or renewed during that
quarter, together with:

(a) A description of the war material for which the licence is granted;
(b) The name and address of the registered or head office of the licensees and the period

for which the licence has been granted.

Article 5.

The High Contracting Parties further undertake to forward to the Secretary-General of the
League of Nations, or to publish annually, a return showing the total production, in value, number
and weight, of the private manufactures licensed in accordance with the provisions of Article 3,
in respect of each of the twelve headings of Category I (A and B), of the four headings of Category II
(A and B), of the two headings of Category IV, set out in Article i of the present Convention.

The provisions of the foregoing paragraph shall also apply to the production of the material
manufactured for it in establishments of which the State is the sole proprietor, or in any other
establishment on behalf of the State.

The High Contracting Parties undertake to forward to the Secretary-General of the League

Remarks.
I. The Japanese delegation considered that publicity of the manufactures

should in all cases be given in terms of value only.
2. The Czechoslovak, French, Italian, Polish and Roumanian delegations

could not accept the second paragraph. They considered, together with the
Belgian delegation, that publicity in regard to State manufacture could only
be determined in connection with the decisions to be taken by the Preparatory
Commission for the Disarmament Conference concerning publicity of material,
in pursuance of its resolution of May 4th, I929.
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Arti:le 6.

The High Contracting Parties, in all cases covered by Category III, undertake to publish
as soon as possible, and in any case not later than within two months after the close of each quarter
beginning on January Ist, April Ist, July Ist and October ist, the return for that quarter, giving
the information detailed below for each vessel of war constructed, or in the course of construction,
within their territorial jurisdiction.

(a) The date of laying the keel, and the following data:

Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; the principal dimensions, namely,
length at water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line and mean draft at standard
displacement;

(b) Date of delivery or date of completion, together with the following data with
respect to the vessel at that date:

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

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

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

The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of a vessel complete
(exclusive of the water in non-watertight structure), fully manned, engined and equipped ready
for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions for crew,
miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war,
but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast of any kind on board.

Article 7.

The articles covered by Category V shall. only be subject to such publicity as may be prescribed
by the national legislation.

GENERAL PROVISIONS.

Article 8.

In time of war, the application of the present Convention shall be suspended as regards
belligerents until the restoration of peace.

Remarks.

The delegations of Finland, Germany, the Netherlands, Persia, Poland
and Roumania have expressed the opinion that the following words should
be added: ". . . and also as regards non-belligerents threatened by the
war. Neutral High Contracting Parties who avail themselves of this right shall
duly notify the other High Contracting Parties "

Article 9.

The present Convention shall not be deemed to affect any rights and obligations which may
arise out of the provisions of the Covenant of the League of Nations, or of the Treaties of Peace
signed in I9I9 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and Trianon, or of the Treaty limiting
Naval Armaments signed at Washington on February 6th, 1922, or of any other treaty, convention,
agreement or engagement concerning the manufacture of arms and ammunition and of implements
of war.

Article Io.

The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accession to the
present Convention of other States.

Each accession will be notified to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, and by the
latter to all the signatory or acceding States.

The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives of the Secretariat of the
League of Nations.



Article Ii.

The present Convention may be denounced by any High Contracting Party thereto after the
expiration of four years from the date when it came into force in respect of that Party. Denun-
ciation shall be effected by notification in writing addressed to the Secretary-General of the League
of Nations, who will forthwith communicate such notification to the other Contracting Parties,
informing them of the date on which it was received.

A denunciation shall take effect one year after the date of the receipt of the notification
thereof by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, and shall operate only in respect of the
notifying States.

Should the Convention be denounced by one of the Powers whose ratification is a condition
of its entry into force, any other High Contracting Party may also, within a period of one year
from the date of such denunciation, denounce the Convention without waiting for the expiration
of the period of four years mentioned above, and may require that its denunciation shall take
effect at the same date as the first-mentioned denunciation.

Article I2.

Any State signing or acceding to the present Convention may declare, at the moment of its
signature, ratification or accession, that its acceptance of the present Convention does not apply
to any or all of the overseas territories under its sovereignty, authority or jurisdiction, and may
accede subsequently, in accordance with the provisions of Article io, on behalf of any territory
so excluded. Denunciation may also be effected separately in respect of any such territory, and
the provisions of Article ii shall apply to any such denunciation.

Remarks.
The delegations of Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Salvador proposed

that this article should be omitted.

Article I3.
The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of three years from the

coming into force of the present Convention under the terms of Article I5, this Convention shall
be subject to revision upon the request of one-third of the said High Contracting Parties, which
request shall be addressed to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations.

Article I4.

The present Convention, of which the French and English texts are both authentic, is subject
to ratification. It shall bear to-day's date.

Each Power shall address its ratification to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations,
who will at once notify the deposit of such ratification to each of the other signatory Powers.

The instruments of ratification will remain in the archives of the Secretariat of the League of
Nations.

Article I 5.

A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications shall be drawn up by the Secretary-General
of the League of Nations as soon as the present Convention shall have been ratified by the following
Powers:

[Here follows the list of the principal producing Powers, to be drawn up by the Conference.]

The Convention shall come into force four months after the date of the notification of this
proces-verbal by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations to all signatory Powers.

Subsequently, the Convention will come into force in respect of each High Contracting Party
four months after the date on which its ratification or accession shall have been notified by the
Secretary-General of the League of Nations to all signatory or acceding States.

Remarks.
The delegations of Spain and Salvador recommended that the text of this

article should correspond to that of Article 41 of the Convention for the
Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in
Implements of War of June I7th, I925, to the effect that the Convention
sho Id come into force after ratification by fourteen Powers.

Article I6.

The High Contracting Parties agree to accept reservations which may be made by Estonia,
Finland, Latvia, Poland and Roumania at the moment of their signature of the present Convention,
and which shall suspend, until the accession of Russii to the present Convention under the same
conditions as the said Powers, the application, in respect of those States, of Articles . .. of the
present Convention.
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FIRST MEETING (PUBLIC).

Held at Geneva, Monday, August 26th, I929, at II a.m.

Chairman: Count BERNSTORFF (Germany).

1. Opening of the Session.

The CHAIRMAN. - Gentlemen, I declare the fourth session of the Special Commission open.
I am delighted to find myself once more amongst you. The last time we met was from

December 4th to 7th, I928. On that occasion, our Sub-Committee again examined the preliminary
draft Convention, and presented a draft report to the Commission containing a number of
suggestions. At the same time, the Sub-Committee drew our attention to the fact that, during
its discussions, the Belgian delegate had made certain proposals with regard to Article I of the
preliminary draft Convention. The Sub-Committee thought that, before taking any final decision
upon the other questions, it would be advisable to discover whether-and if so, how far-the said
Belgian proposals could be accepted. In the circumstances, the Special Commission decided to
ask its Chairman to report to the Council that, for the time being, it was not in a position to submit
a final report, but that a Committee of Experts would meet shortly in order to consider the proposals
put forward by the Belgian delegation, and that the Special Commission would then once more
continue its work.

The Committee of Experts met from March IIth to I3th last, under the Chairmanship of
Vice-Admiral Kelly, whom we are sorry not to have with us now, and submitted a report to us
(Annex, document C.F.A./33).

The Special Commission will thus have to continue the discussion which was broken off in
December last. It seems to me most practical to begin this discussion by a consideration of the
Committee of Experts' report with reference to Article I. The Commission might then examine
one by one the other articles of the preliminary draft Convention in the light of the draft report
and of the revised text of the draft Convention which the Sub-Committee submitted in December
last.

I would remind the Commission that its work is now being continued as the result of a
resolution passed by the Assembly at its last session. We must therefore make every effort to
submit, as the outcome of our present session, a satisfactory report to the Assembly which is to
meet at the beginning of next month. This report, of course, will be addressed to the Council,
which will decide whether it is desirable to forward it to the Assembly.

If there are no objections, I would propose that our meetings should, as usual, be public.
Unless anyone wishes to speak on the procedure or to submit any general observations,

I will open the discussion on the report of the Committee of Experts which has been before you
for several months, and which it therefore seems unnecessary to read now. I think, however,
that I ought to read the Committee's conclusions, as these will form the basis of our first discussion:

" The Committee:

" (I) Proposes to draft the text of paragraph B of Categories I and II as follows:

"' B. Essential and easily recognisable component parts, completely finished,
of the articles covered by A above, if capable of being utilised only in the assembly or
repair of the said articles, or as spare parts.'

"(2) Draws the Commission's attention to the point set forth in Section I of the present
report concerning the defects in the present drafting of paragraph A of Category I;

" (3) Considers that there are no further modifications to be made in the nomenclature
of Article I of the preliminary draft."

2. Discussion of the Conclusions of the Report of the Committee of Experts.

The CHAIRMAN. - If no one wishes to take part in a general discussion, I propose that we
should now discuss the first conclusion of the report of the Committee of Experts.

If there is no objection, I shall take it that the Commission accepts this proposal of the
Committee of Experts.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - The conclusions of the Committee of Experts are three in
number. The first and third contain definite proposals, but the second simply directs the
Commission's attention to the point set forth in Section I of the report.

The Commission might therefore adopt the first and third conclusions of the report at once,
and then discuss the second conclusion.
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The CHAIRMAN. - Does the Commission agree to General de Marinis' proposal ?

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - On Conclusion No. 3 I should like to say a
word. This is to the effect that no further modifications are to be made in the nomenclature of
Article I of the preliminary draft. At the meeting of the Committee of Experts, ,there was a
suggestion made, or at any rate supported, by the British experts in regard to heading A, I, of
Category II, " Pistols and Revolvers". I am advised that, as that articleis at present worded, the
ordinary service revolver would probably be excluded, because, technically speaking, the ordinary
revolver is not automatic nor self-loading. The defect could very easily be remediedbya slight
change of the wording, as was suggested at the meeting of experts. The wording proposed, which
received, I think, a certain measure of support, was: " Revolvers, (comma) and self-loading or
automatic pistols, etc., etc. " This is a very small point, but I think it may possibly prevent some
misunderstanding and make the categories more complete and watertight.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - In order that there may be no misunderstanding, I should like
to say that in my opinion Conclusion No. 3 refers only to the modifications proposed by the Belgian
delegation. You will remember that the German expert submitted a proposal to the Committee
of Experts concerning civil aviation. I must reserve the right to bring forward this proposal
again in the Commission. I can accept the third conclusion only on that understanding.

The CHAIRMAN. - Before discussing Mr. Cadogan's proposal, may I take it that there is
no objection to the first proposal of the Committee of Experts ?-

Conclusion No. i of the report of the Committee of Experts was adopted.

M. SATO (Japan). - In accepting the first point, I should like to make one remark. The
Japanese delegation would prefer that no change should be made in the draft Convention. If,
however, we accept the modification mentioned in the first conclusion, it is on condition that the
Commission will not subsequently introduce other modifications into the draft, apart from minor
amendments. I accept the first conclusion on the understanding that it is simply intended to make
the present text clearer.

The CHAIRMAN. - I quite understand M. Sato's idea, which is based on the close connection
between our Convention and the I925 Convention. We still have before us a British and a German
proposal which we shall have to discuss. With regard to these proposals' I will ask M. Sato if
he can accept the modifications proposed. The discussion on Mr. Cadogan's proposal is now open.

Baron MONCHEUR (Belgium). - I should like to direct the Commission's attention to the
important consequences involved by Mr. Cadogan's proposed amendment. The wording of the
present Draft classifies in Category II only three out of seventy-three of the best-known models
of revolvers. The effect of the amendment submitted by the British delegation would be to include
forty-eight instead of three in that category. As you will realise, this is most important from the
standpoint of manufacture.

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - I was going to claim humbly that my proposed
modification was one of secondary importance as defined by M. Sato, but Baron Moncheur has just
shown us that it is a highly important and perhaps very useful one. It seems to me that, if this
large quantity of arms would, under the present draft, escape all control, it is perhaps essential
to introduce some modification to bring them under the Convention.

The CHAIRMAN. - A vote will now be taken on the British proposal.

The British proposal was adopted by ten votes to four.

The CHAIRMAN. - The majority are therefore in favour of amending point A, I, of Category
II as follows:

" Revolvers, (comma) and self-loading or automatic pistols, and developments of the
same, etc., etc.

Are you prepared to accept the first and third conclusions as General de Marinis proposes,
and to discuss the second ?

In regard to the latter, it would be quite sufficient to say that the Commission has taken note
of it.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - May I remind you that I accept Conclusion No. 3 only subject
to the reservation which I have already submitted ?

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - Shall we merely take note of the second conclusion?

The CHAIRMAN. - That is all that the Committee of Experts expects of us.

* Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - It seems rather curious that, when the Committee
of Experts points out in its report that part of our Convention is not well drafted, we
should simply take note of the fact. Are we to say either that it is wrong and that we maintain
our own original draft, or are we to take some notice of the modification which it suggests and
incorporate it in our final draft ? It seems to me that, when we have a conclusion which merely
criticises our draft, it requires some sort of action.
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M. MASSIGLI (France). - I think that the point just raised by our British colleague is one
of considerable importance. In Section I of their report, the experts express themselves as follows:

"Having in view the far-reaching effects of such amendments on the operation of the
Convention on the Trade in Arms, the Committee of Experts did not feel able to submit
a definite proposal on these lines to the Special Commission, but it unanimously considers
that the present drafting of the nomenclature of arms under Category I presents a serious
gap and it desires to draw the Commission's special attention to this point. "

If we simply say "Thank you ", without doing anything further in regard to the experts'
observations, I think we should not be doing all that is required of us.

The CHAIRMAN. - If we merely take note of the experts' observations, that means that we
are accepting the text of the draft as it stands. If we want to change the text, some one must
propose an amendment. May I ask those who wish to amend the text to bring forward a definite
proposal which can be taken as a basis for discussion ?

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I should like to go back to the amendment which was submitted
by the French experts in the Committee of Experts and which is to be found in the note in Section I,
as follows:

" Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed and intended for land, sea
or aerial warfare, both those which are or shall be comprised in the armament of the armed
forces of a State and those which have been comprised in such armament."

This text is quite clear in the light of the considerations set forth in the experts' report. There
are extensive territories, in many parts of the world,where the weapons still used for military
purposes are weapons rejected as obsolete in other countries. If we take no steps at all in the
matter, I think that we shall be neglecting the purpose of the Convention as regards a number of
countries for which the Convention is designed.

I must admit, however, that there are very serious difficulties in the way. We shall find our-
selves confronted with the objection raised by M. Sato and have to modify the nomenclature of the
Convention on the Trade in Arms. Still, I must ask one question: Are we to frame what would
be an obviously imperfect Convention, a Convention marked by a serious omission, simply in
order to keep to a text which already exists ?

The CHAIRMAN. - We now have a definite proposal from the French delegation.

M. SATO (Japan). - If I did not speak in order to explain my views on the question of principle,
it was because I wished to avoid a discussion which threatens to be somewhat prolonged and even
confused, and because I did not want to waste the Commission's valuable time. We are now,
however, called upon to consider a French amendment which is in itself extremely reasonable, and
which is intended to fill an important gap. If we accept it, we shall, in my opinion, be involved
in difficulties of principle, and I therefore feel obliged to explain where these difficulties lie.

The Chairman has already drawn the Commission's attention to a certain parallelismbetween
the draft Convention now under discussion and the Convention which several Powers have already
signed and ratified on the subject of the trade in arms. I would stress this point. The whole
purpose of the Convention we are now discussing is to facilitate the acceptance by a large number
of Powers of the Convention on the Trade in Arms already signed. Several Powers are unable to
accept the latter because it does not establish equality between the Powers which manufacture
arms and those which do not. If we consider this very intimate relation between the two
Conventions, we shall understand why we should make no important change in the new text of
the draft Convention. If you alter the categories mentioned in Article I after some Powers have
already signed the first Conventiononthe Trade in Arms, andwhensomeofthemhaveeven ratified it,
these Powers can argue with a good deal of force that there is no longer any equality or parallelism
between the two Conventions. This will naturally greatly increase the difficulties confronting
the first Convention. ! ;; 

On the other hand, States which manufacture arms and ammunition have incurred a moral
obligation to accept a certain measure of publicity. The Japanese delegation has always thought,
and still thinks, that this obligation in respect of State manufactures is not a legal obligation;
it is not an obligation arising out of the Covenant. For that reason, the Japanese delegation for
a long time strongly opposed the obligation regarding publicity of State manufactures. It was
pointed out to us at that time that, unless publicity was compulsory in regard to State manufactures,
there would be no equality between countries which only manufacture privately and countries in
which the State is the sole or principal manufacturer. Some Powers found it very difficult to
agree to the draft. Japan, for her part, ended by accepting it so as to facilitate the signature and
ratification of the Convention on the Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of war.

The result of the amendment now before the Commission would be to establish a Convention
appreciably different from the Convention on the Trade in Arms. It would make it increasingly
difficult for certain Powers to accede to the first Convention. In these circumstances, I am
wondering what was the use of our giving way on publicity in regard to State manufactures.
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I am afraid, therefore, that we are now faced with a very confused state of affairs, from which
it will be very hard to find a way out. The French and Belgian delegations are perhaps perfectly
right when they say that the Convention on the Trade in Arms is incomplete. We must remember,
however, that it was drawn up after exceedingly lengthy discussions, in the course of which many
difficulties arose. Are we going to create a further considerable difficulty which might jeopardise
the success of our work and the ratification of the first Convention ? I think this should be avoided
and, for my part, I propose that no important change should be made in the original text.

M. MASSIGLI (France). If my amendment raises such great obstacles, I am prepared to bow
to M. Sato's reasons and not to insist upon it. In one form or other, however, the Commission
ought in its report to point out that this difficulty, which applies at least as much to the Trade
Convention as to the Convention we are now discussing, does exist. In some way or other, a
solution for this difficulty will have to be sought; otherwise we shall have to admit that the work
on which we are now engaged is futile in respect of a whole category of material and a whole number
of countries.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - The gap pointed out by the French delegation obviously exists, but
the question is whether, at the moment, we can fill it up. The Polish delegation has always affirmed
its wish to see a Convention concluded which is absolutely in conformity with the Convention
on the Trade in Arms. The gap to which reference has been made also exists in the latter
Convention and, as M. Massigli has just said, mention ought to be made of it in order that it may
be filled up in both Conventions. For the purpose of our present discussion, however, I think the
Commission should know whether it is to retain the wording of the Trade Convention or to adopt
a text entirely or appreciably different from the earlier one. I think that the tendency of our
Commission has throughout been to frame two Conventions as analogous as possible. If that is the
opinion of my colleagues, it seems to me useless to discuss the French proposal. We might at once
decide to maintain the text previously adopted, with the exception of the change proposed by the
British delegation. We would further take note of the observation by the French delegation
relating to both Conventions.

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - I think the experts have shown that there is a gap
in the draft Convention, and, so far as I can see, the text proposed by the French delegation
would remedy that defect and I should be disposed to support it; but I should like to say a few
words with regard to M. Sato's objections to introducing alterations of this nature. So far as
I understand it, the proposal of the French delegation would, in effect, provide for the inclusion
of obsolete service patterns of weapons within the scope of this Convention.

M. Sato suggested two objections to making changes in the Draft. In the first place, he
referred to the parallelism between this Convention and the Convention on the Trade in Arms.
I quite recognise that such a parallelism exists; it was desired to have the two Conventions balancing
each other and it was also pointed out that certain non-producing States maintained that they
were at a disadvantage if all their imports of materials of war were advertised to the world, whereas
States manufacturing for themselves were not obliged to give publicity to their manufacture.
Therefore, those non-producing States said that they were unable to ratify the Trade in Arms
Convention until the producing States were made subject to the same regime. The French
amendment makes more effective the regime to which the producing States would be subject,
and I do not think the non-producing States would hesitate to ratify the Trade in Arms Convention
simply because the producing States were subject to more drastic supervision than themselves.

I think M. Sato's other point was that some States were reluctant to give publicity to State
manufacture of arms, and therefore he objected to any further obligation in that regard, but I
would suggest that this amendment, if carried, would only have the effect of including in the scope
of the Convention obsolete service patterns. I cannot think that any Government is going to
manufacture obsolete weapons; therefore I do not see that they will be under any further obligation
in regard to publicity.

Baron MONCHEUR (Belgium). I listened with interest to the arguments put forward both
by the Japanese and British delegations, and will venture to make a suggestion. The text proposed
by the French delegation is as follows: " Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed
and intended for land . . . warfare ". In various countries, including Belgium, there is a
fairly considerable trade in arms which are absolutely obsolete from the point of view of use in
war, but which nevertheless serve other purposes-sport, for example. There is no reason to
keep arms of this kind in the category in question so long as these arms were manufactured prior
to some date which is to be fixed. I therefore propose that we should add a few words to the text
submitted by the French delegation, so as to make it read as follows: " Arms, ammunition and
implements of later date than I850 [or I840 if it is preferred] . . ." It would be ridiculous
to consider such arms as weapons of war, even though there is a certain amount of trade in them
in our country, and no doubt also in other countries.

The CHAIRMAN. - The discussion is becoming a little confused. The Commission began by
considering a proposal by the French delegation, and I had understood that that proposal had
been withdrawn. M. Sokal, I believe, then asked the Commission to pronounce upon the question
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of principle. We now have before us an amendment to the French proposal made by the Belgian
delegation, but this amendment is only in order if the French proposal is still maintained.

I should first like to know whether M. Sokal made a definite proposal.

M. GWIAZDOWSKI (Poland). - I do not think that M. Sokal wished the Commission to vote
on his suggestion. I rather think that he expressed an opinion without making a definite proposal.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I was prepared to withdraw my proposal if the majority of the
Commission thought that it raised too many difficulties. Mr. Cadogan, however, reverted to the
matter and I should like the Commission to be asked to give its opinion on the point. I would
mention, however, that, should my proposal be rejected, I would not ask for the insertion of a
reservation. Mention of this in the report would be sufficient.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - Since disused arms, ammunition and implements of war are
undoubtedly the fountain-head of the illicit traffic in such materials, it seems to me that the
amendment of the French delegate should receive our most careful consideration, and before
abandoning it we should go into the matter thoroughly, because it strikes at the centre of the
whole of the traffic. Those of us who attended the Conference dealing with the control of illicit
traffic know that it was the selling of old arms that caused most of the difficulty. I realise that
the arguments raised by the Japanese delegate are serious; it is advisable that the Convention for
the illicit traffic and the Convention we are now preparing should cover the same ground as far
as possible. That the former did not go far enough seems to be no fundamental reason, however,
why we should not try to make further progress to-day.

The Canadian delegation will therefore most heartily support the French amendment, and
trusts that the French delegate will not withdraw it.

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia). - I only want to make the following simple observation.
Czechoslovakia was not represented on the Committee of Experts, and I must admit that I have
not had an opportunity of reflecting on the matter. It seemed to me from the discussion that this
is a very important, even a fundamental, point in the Convention. Before taking a decision of
principle, I should be glad to have time for reflection so as to see whether changes could really
mprove our Convention.

The CHAIRMAN. - I will postpone the vote until to-morrow, and only point out that we now
have before us a proposal by the French delegation and an amendment by the Belgian delegation.
It is on these two questions that we shall be able to vote at the next meeting.

It only remains for us now to discuss the German proposal, and I call upon M. Frohwein to
address the meeting.

3. Discussion on the German Proposal concerning Aircraft.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - The proposal which I have the honour to submit to the
Commission on behalf of my Government, and which I intend to support by a few words, runs as
follows:

"The German delegation proposes:

"(I) To add to Category I A, at the end, the following:

"'No . . .The aircraft and aircraft engines manufactured for the armed
forces of each country.'

"(2) To omit Category IV."

The same proposal was made by the German expert in the Experts' Committee a few months
ago, but it was not thoroughly discussed because the majority of that Committee considered that
the Sub-Committee was incompetent'to decide on the question of civil aviation. I am therefore
compelled to submit this proposal to this Commission, whose competence is beyond dispute.

The reasons why the German delegation has always maintained that civil aviation should be
excluded from a Convention concerning the manufacture of arms have been set forth on several
occasions. I do not think there is any reason for me to dilate upon them unduly, but I feel I must
emphasise two points which seem to me of fundamental importance.

The first is the following. In my opinion, to include civil aviation in the Convention we are
now discussing would be contrary to the very purpose of that Convention, since it would make
it impossible to calculate the manufacture of material of military aircraft in the signatory countries.
To make my meaning clearer, I will give you an example. Let us take the case of two signatory
States, one producing during the year three hundred military aircraft, constructed solely for
purposes of war and equipped for fighting; the other producing three hundred civil aircraft
constructed to carry passengers, goods, etc. If Category IV is maintained as it now stands, the
figures appearing in the statistical information published will be the same for both countries.
And yet one of those countries will be manufacturing a formidable quantity of material for military
aircraft, while the other will be producing none at all.

My second observation is this. We all know the importance of commercial aviation. The
Commission would be making a great mistake if it adopted conditions the effect of which was to
hamper the pacific development of a modern means of transport. On this point I may refer to
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the discussions which took place in I927 in the Committee of Experts set up by Sub-
Com-mission A of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference. In the
Sub-Committee's Report I find the following passage:

" The Committee desires to state at the outset that civil aviation must in itself be
regarded as one of the most important factors of civilisation, and it is desirable that its
free development should not be hampered by any consideration unconnected with the
importance which that development possesses from the point of view of scientific, economic
and social progress and of the improvement of communications between peoples. The
Committee, regarding the question in this light, unanimously agreed that its examination
of the subject should be based on the following principle: ' In any limitation of air armaments,
it is essential to avoid hampering the development of civil aviation'.

I think that the inclusion of civil aviation in the categories of the Convention on the
Manufacture of Arms would create great obstacles in the way of the development of commercial
aviation, since the latter would be made subject to a regime applying to armaments. This is a
question of principle, the full importance of which should be realised.- Supposing, for example,
that countries which possess vast territories and few railways make use of aircraft to carry mails,
can it be said, on the strength of the Convention concerning the Manufacture of Arms, that these
countries are developing their armaments ? I think that such a tendency on the part of inter-
national law would be exceedingly mischievous, especially from the point of view of the technical
development of civil aviation, the importance of which was so conspicuously proved to us by
the Experts' Committee at Brussels.

The suggestion that civil aviation and military aviation should be treated separately is, in
our opinion, justified by practice. On this matter I have consulted the best experts of my own
country and they have told me that every day commercial aviation is developing more and more
along lines which are tofally different from those followed by military aviation. This separate
technical development results from the need on the part of the builder of civil aircraft to take
primarily into account purely commercial considerations, such as the safety and comfort of
passengers, the best financial return from the machine, etc. These technical differences between
the two branches of aviation will increase as technical developments follow.

As the Commission is aware, the German delegation has hitherto supported a reservation
made by the honourable delegate for the United States, which aims at excluding civil aviation
by creating a distinction based on objective criteria, technical specifications, etc. You know, too,
that this reservation was discussed at length by the Sub-Committee without any agreement being
reached. In these circumstances, the United States delegate stated last December that he would
be prepared to agree to a distinction, based on the object for which the aircraft was intended, if
that suggestion was likely to help to settle the question. Similarly, the proposal which I have
the honour of submitting to you offers a fresh solution to the problem of distinguishing civil and
military aviation based on the actual purpose for which the different aircraft are used. This
proposal would, I think, have the great advantage of eliminating the difficulty of agreeing upon
an exact dividing-line from the technical point of view.

Moreover, I do not think that this method of distinction is in any way at variance with the
Convention on the Manufacture of Arms, since we already find, in the heading and in the first
paragraph of Category I, this indication of the purpose foration which the arms are intended:

" Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed and intended for lend, sea
or aerial warfare.';

Before I conclude, I should like to remove a possible cause of misunderstanding. I should
like to point out that Germany has no intention whatever of concealing anything in regard to
civil aviation. In Germany, there are already periodical publications giving the fullest possible
particulars of the annual production of aircraft. If I am not mistaken, similar publications exist
in other countries. But I will go futher. Germany would even be prepared to accede to an
international Convention by which the signatories would formally undertake to exchange or publish
statistics of their production of civil aircraft, provided, of course, that this Convention was based
exclusively on econonomic or aviation statistics and had no connection with publicity of arms.

I think that the system that I have suggested would be in all respects useful and satisfactory.
The facts about military aviation would be made known in perfectly clear and exact fashion,
thanks to the statistics laid down by the Convention on the Convention on the Manufacture of Arms, and civil aircraft
could be given all necessary publicity by means of economic or aviation statistics. I should be
very glad if the Commission would adopt my proposal and thus take an important step in the
right direction.

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia). - I should like to ask the German delegate just one
question. Does he think it possible to make the publication of the economic potentialities of a
country obligatory ? This seems to me a very important problem and it has already been discussed
in our Preparatory Commission. Obviously, the German delegate himself recognises the importance
of these publications, for he says that they already exist in Germany, and in explanation of his
view he gives reasons of a psychological nature. Information concerning specifically military
products must be separated from information relating, for example, to the production of aircraft
engines. If we adopted such a system, it might be possible to limit the number of publications



relating to military armaments and to create a new class of publications concerning economic
resources. That is a question on which we may reflect. If this method is not found possible, it
would, I think, be very important to retain in our Convention all aircraft and aircraft engines.
Unless we can separate the two forms of manufacture, we ought to keep to the present text.

(The meeting rose at I2.45 p.m.)

SECOND MEETING (PUBLIC)

Held at Geneva on Tuesday, August 27th, I929, at Io a.m.

Chairman: Count BERNSTORFF (Germany).

4. Vote on the French Amendment to Category I.

The CHAIRMAN. - Yesterday, on M. Fierlinger's proposal, we decided to adjourn, until
to-day, the vote on the French proposal, according to which paragraph A of Category I would
read as follows:

"Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed and intended for land, sea
or aerial warfare, both those which are or shall be comprised in the armament of the armed
forces of a State and those which have been comprised in such armament."

I would ask you, therefore, to vote on the French proposal without the Belgian amendment.

The French proposal was adopted by sixteen votes to one.

5. Vote on the Belgian Amendment to the French Proposal.

The CHAIRMAN. - The Belgian amendment consists of adding, after "arms, ammunition
and implements ", the words " after I850 "

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I simply wish to suggest that any attempt to fix such a date is

extremely arbitrary. The purpose of my amendment was to prevent the manufacture and sale
of types of implements which had become obsolete in the armies, but which can still be used for
military purposes. It is clear that no one will want to manufacture flintlocks. In any case, we
can permit them to be manufactured. If we wish to adopt any date, I am afraid that we shall
be finding ourselves in a hopeless difficulty: 1850, I860, I866-how can we decide ?

Baron MONCHEUR (Belgium). - May I venture to point out that, even apart from the amend-
ment which I had the honour to submit yesterday, very old models in general are eliminated from
Category I by the provision laid down in Category V, which excludes all muzzle-loading firearms.
We think, however, that this provision of Category V should mention only muzzle-loading small
arms. We must take care not to include certain weapons which, although muzzle-loading, are
quite modern and very destructive in effect, such as Stokes and other trench mortars.

The CHAIRMAN. - Am I to understand that you wish to withdraw the amendment and to
submit another amendment to Category V, or do you wish a vote to be taken on your first
proposal ?

Baron MONCHEUR (Belgium). - I should prefer to have a vote taken on my first proposal.
If it is rejected, we could then vote on the proposal to exclude from Category V firearms other

than " small arms " which, although muzzle-loading, are quite modern, such as trench mortars.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - I think there is some mistake about the meaning of the terms employed

in the list in Category V, as point 5 (c) of Category I reads: " Mortars of all kinds ".

The CHAIRMAN. - We will consider M. Sokal's remark when we have the results of the vote
on the first Belgian amendment.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - Is the amendment still before the meeting?

The CHAIRMAN. - The Belgian amendment, to insert the date 1850, is still before the meeting.

The Belgian amendment was put to the vote and rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. - We now have to consider a second amendment, the effect of which would
be to replace the expression " muzzle-loading firearms "' in Category V by the expression " muzzle-
loading small arms ". Does the Belgian delegation insist on this amendment ?



Baron MONCHEUR (Belgium). - I think there are certain reasons why we should adopt it.
M. Sokal said that all mortars are included in Category I under paragraph 5 (c). Later on, however,
when we find under Category V " all muzzle-loading firearms ", this seems to be an exception
to the general principle laid down in Category 1.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - May I venture to point out what I think is a mistake ? In Category V,
which Baron Moncheur has just quoted, we find, under point 2 " Arms and ammunition other
than those covered by Categories I and II . . .". Accordingly, if Category I includes, under
point 5 (c), " mortars of all kinds ", these cannot come under Category V.

Baron MONCHEUR (Belgium). - May I venture to point out, notwithstanding, that the last
line of Category V contains the words "muzzle-loading firearms ", and hence muzzle-loading
mortars.

The CHAIRMAN. - I will now put to the vote the present text of paragraph 2 of Category V.

Paragraph 2 of Category V was put to the vote and adopted.

6. Discussion on the German Proposal concerning Aircraft (continuation).

The CHAIRMAN. - We still have to take a decision on the German proposal concerning aircraft
Yesterday, M. Fierlinger had asked for time for reflection on the possibility of framing, along
with this Convention on Arms, a convention concerning civil aviation only.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - Since there appears to be no other speaker besides the Czecho-
slovak delegate, I would venture to submit a few observations in reply to what he said yesterday.
He expressed some doubt, if I am not mistaken, as to the possibility of inserting in an international
convention concerning economic and aviation statistics--quite distinct from the Convention on
the Manufacture of Arms-accurate and full data on civil aircraft and aircraft engines. IHe
mentioned in this connection war potential.

In reply, may I say first that, in my view, there can be no question here of war potential? No
trace of the idea is to be found in the Convention on the Manufacture of Arms. The only point
to be considered is the annual output of aircraft. I think that we should confine ourselves to this
in any attempt to frame a special convention which might provide for publicity in the matter of
civil aircraft. Nor do I see any difficulty in framing such a convention which would provide for
the necessary information being given on civil aviation.

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia). - I am most grateful to the representative of Germany
for having given us his opinion on the question which I ventured to raise yesterday. I quite realise
that we have to do with two distinct ideas; but, if it is impossible for us to frame a special convention
concerning the chief resources of a country to be used in time of war, it seems to me even more
difficult to make a distinction for aviation material, which, although it may be manufactured
for peaceful objects, is essentially a weapon. The possibility of framing such a convention has
already been discussed outside our Commission, but no practical results were obtained, and it
was not found possible to establish definite rules. As regards the Convention which we are now
studying, however, the element of civil aviation is most important, and for this reason I am
anxious that it should not be dissociated from this Convention. I have gone into the question,
and these various considerations have led me to wonder whether it might not be desirable to
establish a new category, namely, aviation material manufactured for peaceful purposes. I would
not go so far as to recommend a special system for this category, as I think that our Convention
should be characterised by a certain uniformity; but I think that the issue of licences would, in
this particular case, be a pure formality. I do not think that any State could refuse to issue a
licence to a private company for the manufacture of aircraft engines, for example. I know that
the situation in the United States is somewhat different from that of the European States owing
to the Constitution of the United States, which would be a serious obstacle; but this would not
apply to European countries and, as we have seen, directly after the war it was easy to obtain
licences of all kinds for production, export, import, etc.

These are the reasons which have led me to formulate the present suggestion in a spirit of
perfect friendliness towards the German delegation. I realise that all the possibilities have already
been discussed in our Commission, but it seemed to me, notwithstanding, desirable to put forward
these various considerations.

The CHAIRMAN. - Are you submitting a definite proposal or merely a suggestion ?

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia). - It is merely a suggestion.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - The representative of Czechoslovakia proposes that we should
establish a new category, Category VI, to include civil aviation. This proposal would have the
advantage of making the provisions of our Convention clearer and more definite. I should like,
however, to direct the Commission's attention to the fact that, if the proposal were accepted,
civil aircraft would come under the system applicable to armaments, a consequence which I
regard as most important. Personally, before giving a definite opinion on our colleague's suggestion,
I should like to know the result of the vote on my proposal.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - The question of civil aviation was frequently discussed in the Preparatory
Commission, and I do not propose to revert to it. I simply wish to point out that, despite all
efforts, it was never found possible to establish a clear distinction between civil and military
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aviation. Moreover, the question was discussed in connection with the framing of the Convention
on the Trade in Arms, and I should like, in a few words, to recall the degate on the subject in I925.

The question had been raised by the German delegation. In the Minutes of the Conference
'(page 339), I find a declaration of M. Paul-Boncour to the effect that the establishment of
Category IV was a concession to the German delegation. The German delegation accepted this
concession, and M. Paul-Boncour declared:

" I would ask them to bear in mind the extent of the concession made by the French
delegation-which would have preferred to see aircraft at least in Category II-when it
agreed (and we stand by that concession) that they should only appear in Category III."
(That is the present Category IV.)

Accordingly, I question whether there is any use in reverting to the discussion which took
place four years ago. No change has occurred since then; no new factors have been introduced
into the question, and it seems to me that it would be a mistake to go back on the agreement which
we arrived at then.

I mention this in order to explain my vote. In the circumstances, I see no point in making
any change. The Polish delegation has always maintained that the two Conventions on the traffic
and manufacture of arms respectively should be as like one another as possible. I am unable,
therefore, to accept the German proposal.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - May I venture to make a further contribution to M. Sokal's recol-
lections ? We discussed this very question at great length in the Sub-Committee which met
during our session in December. The Sub-Committee was unanimously of opinion that civil
aviation should not be included in the Convention. In view, however, of the fact that it was
practically impossible to establish a distinction between the characteristics of military and civil
aircraft, since a commercial aeroplane can very easily be converted into a military aeroplane,
the Sub-Committee decided for the time being not to make any distinction in the draft Convention
but to include in it all aircraft. It was understood that, if between the time of framing our draft
Convention and the date of the Conference certain delegations were able to establish a distinction,
civil aircraft should be excluded from the Convention. So far, this distinction has not been
established, and in the circumstances I think that we should keep to the provisional agreement
arrived at in the Sub-Committee.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - I am very grateful to M. Cobian for having reminded us that
the Sub-Committee which sat in December declared in principle that civil aircraft should, if
possible, be excluded from the Convention. M. Cobian has also reminded us that the Sub-Committee
could not agree as to the technical possibilities of distinguishing between civil and military aviation.
These were the reasonswhich prompted me to submit my proposal to the Commission. My proposal
is not based on technical considerations, but on the purpose for which the aircraft are intended.
As I said yesterday, this proposal appears to me to have the advantage of eliminating all the
technical difficulties which we have hitherto come up against.

May I reply briefly to M. Sokal's observations ? I cannot give a definite answer as regards
what happened in 1925; I was not prepared for this question. I think, however, that the position
was as follows. If I am not mistaken, it was suggested at one time that civil aviation should be
inserted in Category I. Its insertion in Category IV may have been an advance, as Category IV,
in the Convention on the Trade in Arms, does not come under the system of import and export
licences.

Aviation has developed very considerably since I925, and the technical distinction between
civil and military aircraft has become more and more marked during the last few years. I do
not think, therefore, that the discussions which took place in I925 can constitute a valid objection
to my proposal now.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - The discussion has become so wide that I feel bound to say a few
words limiting myself strictly to the new point raised in M. Frohwein's proposal. I agree with
M. Cobian that we should not re-open the discussion.

M. Frohwein made a new proposal to the effect that aircraft should be distinguished according
to the purpose for which it was intended. In my opinion, such a distinction is absolutely illusory,
since aircraft, and especially aircraft engines, are frequently not manufactured for any particular
person or purpose. To begin with, they may be stocked, and how can we apply the criterion
proposed by the German delegation to material the ultimate destination of which is still unknown?
Another difficulty-to my mind a decisive one-was revealed very recently. One country had
ordered postal aircraft and the machines that were delivered to it were exactly the same as those
which were furnished to another country for military purposes. That proves the impossibility
of making the logical distinction based upon the destination of the material.

I would therefore urge the Committee to abide by the decision taken at the last session. If
M. Frohwein wishes to add a further observation at the end of the article, I have no objection, but
we must not re-open an endless discussion.

M. Frohwein also said yesterday that his country was not opposed to the publication of
periodical lists. I am especially pleased to note this declaration, because I was under the impression
that only recently Germany had raised objections to the publication of such lists.

The Hon. Hugh WILSON (United States of America). - I have too vividly in my recollection
our debates in the Sub-Committee to desire to enter into any new arguments. I think we went
into the matter so exhaustively that we now understand perfectly each other's situation. I merely
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Want to say that the proposal made by the German delegation would be entirely acceptable to us,
and we would be enabled to withdraw our remark No. 3 to Category IV if the German amendment
were adopted.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - M. Sokal was right when he alluded to the discussions of the
International Conference on the Traffic in Arms. The new Convention we are framing ought to be
directly parallel to that which we drew up in 1925. It would be illogical to include in the new
Convention material which was excluded by the 1925 Convention. We should find ourselves
regarding certain articles as war material from the point of view of private manufacture which we
should no longer regard as war material for the purposes of trade.

I should also like to point out to the Commission that we drew up these five categories with
great trouble. To add to them now might dangerously complicate our task.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - The honourable delegate for France spoke of material in stock.
I should have thought that military aircraft were so costly that factories would only manufacture
them against definite orders. The objection therefore does not seem to me very important.

In reply to M. Massigli's allusion to the publication of information in Germany, I can only
repeat what I have already said, namely, that Germany is prepared to sign an international
convention on this matter.

The German proposal was put to the vote and rejected by ten votes to three.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - It would be well that the report should mention the proposal
I have made and the suggestion put forward by the Czechoslovak delegate.

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia). - I have no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. - I think that all points that have been discussed in connection with the
categories should be mentioned in the report.

Now that we have finished the discussion on the classification of arms, we come to the revised
text of the preliminary draft Convention and the Report of the Sub-Committee.

I have, however, a proposal to make to you which may facilitate our work. The great
difficulty which we experienced last time in coming to an agreement is centred in article 5. If you
have no objection, we will start with Article 5 and, if we can agree on that article, the rest will
present no difficulty.

7. Discussion on Article 5 of the Preliminary Draft Convention.

Article 5.

The High Contracting Parties further undertake to transmit to
the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, or to publish annually,
a return showing the total production, in value, of the private
manufactures licensed in accordance with the provisions of Article 3,
in respect of each of the twelve headings of Category I (A and B),
of the four headings of Category II (A and B), of the two headings
of Category IV, set out in Article I of the present Convention.

The provisions of the foregoing paragraph shall also apply to the
production of the material manufactured for it in establishments
of which the State is the sole proprietor, or in any other establishment
on behalf of the State.

The High Contracting Parties undertake to transmit to the
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, or to publish, the text
of the provisions of all statutes, orders or regulations in force within
their territory dealing with articles covered by Categories I, II
and IV. All provisions enacted for the purpose of carrying out the
present Convention and all amendments and additions to such
statutes, orders, regulations and provisions shall also be published,
or transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations.

Remarks.

I. Certain delegations made the reservation that, in order to be
effective and to satisfy the requirements of the Assembly's resolution
of September 24th, I927, publicity should be prescribed in terms
of weight and (or) number and value.

2. Certain delegations were of opinion that, as regards State
manufacture, publicity should be given in terms of total value per
category and that publicity in regard to State manufacture must be
brought into line with the general conditions which will be laid down
by the Convention for the Limitation of Armaments.

Certain delegations, while accepting that remark, consider that
it must not be interpreted in such a way as to subordinate the
convening of a Conference on Private Manufacture to that of the
General Conference on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.

3. The French delegation, while abstaining from voting upon
this article, stated that its Government was ready to consider, in
regard to the State manufactures referred to in the present article,
any publicity corresponding to the supervised limitations which may
be fixed by the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of
Armaments.
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The CHAIRMAN. - You have before you the observations made on Article 5 and the question
to decide is whether the differences of opinion we find therein still exist and whether they are
irreconcilable.

M. MASSIGLI (France). -- As the French delegation is the only one whose name appears in the
observations following Article 5, I suppose it is for me to start the discussion.

Since the expression of our opinion shown in the remark quoted above, a new fact has arisen.
On May 4th last, the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference adopted, by a
majority vote taken on a roll-call, a resolution containing the following sentence:

"The Commission . . . decides that the limitation and reduction of material
must be sought by means of publicity of expenditure, which will be dealt with in examining
Article DA* of the text adopted at the first reading. "

In other words, the next session of the Preparatory Commission will be officially and formally
called upon to consider questions of publicity in regard to material.

Publicity of State manufactures is closely related to publicity of material and of armaments
in general. Can we take a decision before we know the result of the discussions in the Preparatory
Commission ? Is it conceivable that we here should establish a nomenclature differing from that
which will be adopted by the Preparatory Commission ? The French delegation has already
answered this question by its remark No. 3, which establishes a connection between the two
questions.

What can we do ? One very simple solution would be to return to what is in our opinion
the object of the Commission's work, namely, the supervision of private manufactures, but I
can hear in advance the protests which several of my colleagues will raise.

On the other hand, ought we to continue our work without knowing what the Preparatory
Commission will decide in the same connection ? Should we not rather frankly recognise that we
have reached a stage at which the two classes of questions -- those dealt with by the Preparatory
Commission for the Disarmament Conference and those dealt with by our Commission-coincide ?
Ought we not at any rate to await the decision of the Preparatory Commission ?

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - In reply to M. Massigli's questions, I would say that, in my
opinion, the two questions are entirely different.

In the first place, the Covenant of the League of Nations regards them as different; it considers,
on the one hand, the question of the limitation and reduction of armaments and, on the other,
the question of the supervision of the trade in and private manufacture of arms.

In the second place, there is no analogy between the limitation and reduction of armaments
and the question of the supervision of their manufacture. When the Conference on the Reduction
of Armaments meets, it will examine the means by which it may be possible to fix a scale for the
war material of each country and other kindred questions. For our part, however, we have to
leave on one side the question of the limitation and reduction of armaments and deal with the
supervision of their manufacture and with that only.

Thirdly, we must not forget that there has been a Conference on the International Trade in
Arms. In deciding to convene that Conference, the Assembly and the Council considered that
the supervision of the export of arms lay quite outside the question of the reduction and limitation
of armaments.

Again, it must be realised that it is not only the League Covenant and not only the interests
of peace in general which have led us to deal with this question of the supervision of the private
manufacture of arms, but also the Convention of 1925, which must not be forgotten. The final
Act of that Convention contains an undertaking given by all the signatory States to summon
a further conference at the earliest possible date to establish supervision of the private manufacture
of arms as an absolutely indispensable preliminary to the putting into force of the first Convention.

In my view, therefore, it is not for the Disarmament Commission to decide what we are to do.
It can, of course, say that the supervision of manufacture lies within its competence, but we are
not obliged to admit it. I repeat that we are called upon to treat this question independently
of the question of disarmament in virtue of the Covenant of the League of Nations, in virtue of
the absence of any connection between the two questions and in virtue of the International
Conference of I925.

The Hon. Hugh WILSON (United States of America). - Mr. Chairman, you inaugurated
this discussion in the most practical way by asking if there was any reason to believe that any
new element had come into being since the debate we had in December, which revealed such
profound divergencies that we had to accompany our text with three additional notes.

It seems to us that the careful analysis M. Massigli has made does introduce a new fact and
one, I regret to say, which does not get us nearer to an accord. If the nations with their own
State manufacture (and I assume, unless it is contradicted, that M. Massigli is speaking for those
nations in general) feel that the resolution adopted at the Preparatory Commission makes it
impossible for them to go further with this at the present time, surely a new factor, and one
which creates a great obstacle to union, has been introduced. Therefore, unless there is some new
element introduced favourable to our arguments, there is very little hope of our arriving at the
unified text which we all desire.

The CHAIRMAN. - The first speeches made have not given me the impression that we are any
nearer to an agreement than before. As Chairman, I should like to make the position perfectly
clear and I hope that other speakers will enable me to ascertain the wishes of the Commission.
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General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I fully share the opinions and also the anxieties of M. Massigli.
I, too, consider that, by dealing in this draft Convention with publicity for war material manufac-
tured by the State, we risk running counter to the rules which will be laid down in the plan for
the reduction and limitation of armaments. When the Preparatory Commission dealt with the
question of material at its last session, it examined the methods by which Governments would be
willing to publish annually their production of war material. A method was studied. which was
based upon budgetary expenditure and other suggestions were also put forward. If we lay down
that Governments must undertake to publish certain data concerning their manufacture of war
material, we run the risk of fixing rules incompatible with those contained in the draft Convention
for the Reduction of Armaments. Accordingly, I too, consider that it is unwise to deal in this
Commission with the question of the publicity of material manufactured on behalf of the State and
I think that we should await the decision on this matter to be taken by the Preparatory Commission
which will deal in full with all questions relating to armaments. Thus, I entirely agree with the
proposal by the honourable delegate for France, who, if I understood him aright, desires that this
question should be referred to the Preparatory Commission or that it should be taken up again
when we see what that Commission lays down in the draft Disarmament Convention.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - I am impressed by the difficulties to which M. Massigli has
referred. The question of publicity of armaments is on the agenda both of our Commission and
of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, and we risk arriving at conclusions
which may be different and even incompatible. I am wondering, however, whether these difficulties,
which are undeniable, were not foreseen in the resolution adopted by the last Assembly. The
conclusion in M. Guerrero's report to the Third Committee of the Assembly ended as follows:

"Confirming the fact that a connection exists between the general question of the
reduction and limitation of armaments and the question of the international trade in arms,
and also of that of the manufacture of arms and ammunition and of implements of war. .

That is where our difficulty lies; but let us see what the Assembly added:

. . requests the Council to make an appeal, at its present session, to the
Governments represented on the special Committee to examine carefully the differences of
view revealed during the last session of the Commission and to consider calling another
meeting of the Commission before the next Council session, in order that the work of the
Commission may be completed as soon as possible and submitted to a special Conference,
which would meet either at the same time as the general Conference for the Reduction and
Limitation of Armaments or at an earlier date."

When the Assembly took this resolution, proposals regarding publicity were already contained
in the Preparatory Commission's preliminary draft. Nevertheless, the Assembly decided to
arrange for a special International Conference which could, if necessary, meet before the
Disarmament Conference.

On the other hand, I should like to point out to M. Massigli that, if we adopt his suggestions,
we shall be obliged to postpone our work until the question of publicity has been dealt with by the
Preparatory Commission. But when this question hs been dealt with and settled by the
Preparatory Commission, will there be any reason at all for a fresh meeting of the Special
Commission ?

I am wondering whether M. Massigli's objections will only result in delay or whether they are
of such a decisive nature as to lead to the conclusion that our Commission has no further raison
d'wtre. If that is his conclusion, it will be difficult for us to follow his suggestions. If we do so,
would it not amount to an act of suicide ?

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - I was about to ask a question similar to that asked by
the honourable delegate of the Netherlands.

If I understand the proposal of my French colleague, it amounts in effect to saying that this
Commission can do no more for the present and must report to the Council that they cannot
produce the draft Convention asked for. I have some misgivings about that, because we have
been entrusted with a special and well-defined task and, having worked on it for a long time, we

which embodies those points on which agreement may be reached in this Commission. In the
course of our work we have found that there is a very close liaison between the trade in arms,
private manufacture of arms, and State manufacture of arms. I quite agree with M. Guerrero,
who said that under the terms of the Covenant the question of private manufacture was a special
question which should be dealt with separately. That is true, but in studying the matter we have
found that there is, as M. Guerrero pointed out, a liaison between that and the other questions.
First, we found that certain States would find it impossible to put into force the Convention
on the Trade in Arms until some provision had been made for the control of private manufacture.
We tried for some time to devise a means of control of private manufacture, but we found that the
difficulty arose that certain States would be at a disadvantage if private manufacture were
controlled and not State manufacture. The real difficulty would be that, immediately we began
to deal with State manufacture, we should find ourselves trespassing on the ground of the
Preparatory Commission, but, having arrived at this draft Convention now before us which we
were asked to produce and which we have drawn up and examined carefully, if we can accept this
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draft, cannot we make it clear, in sending it to the Council, that, in the course of evolving it, we
have come across certain difficulties regarding procedure for publicity ?

Cannot we say: " You have asked us for a separate draft Convention on the Manufacture
of Arms. Here is what we can give you at the present time, but you will see that it raises conflicting
questions. We have had to include the question of State manufacture: we are not ignorant of the
fact that the Disarmament Conference contemplates dealing with that. We must have some kind
of liaison and therefore we beg you to bear that in mind when you consider this draft we submit
to you. It is the best draft we can produce. We have found that it is a subject which cannot be
dealt with alone; it impinges on another one which we hope will find a satisfactory solution, and
therefore it is of a provisional nature " ?

If we could submit the draft Convention on these lines to the Council, it might give satisfaction
to the various delegates who have spoken during the course of this discussion.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - I agree with the proposal which the British delegate has just submitted
to us in his very clear statement.

We have now reached the crux of the matter upon which we are engaged. Obviously there
is a close connection between the supervision of manufacture, that of trade in arms and
disarmament. Each of these questions is included in paragraphs of the Covenant, which
contemplates the reduction and limitation of armaments as the main and essential problem.
Logically, therefore, we ought to begin with reduction and limitation, but unfortunately, this first
part of our programme has encountered very serious obstacles. Time has passed and we are still
unable to make a beginning with the limitation and reduction of armaments. In the face of these
difficulties, the Assembly of the League of Nations, to which our Committees are subordinate,
decided to start upon work which we may call supplementary and relating to the supervision
of the trade in and manufacture of arms and ammunition, without waiting for the final result of
the work on reduction and limitation of armaments.

That is the method which is being followed. We may criticise it and find it illogical, but that
is not our affair. It is our duty to frame a draft Convention for the supervision of manufacture.
The Conference to which this draft will have to be submitted will see what had best be done,
having regard to the situation which the question of the limitation and reduction of armaments
will then have assumed.

The Commissions, whose duty it is to study questions relating to the reduction and limitation
of armaments, frequently arrive at compromise agreements in the hope that these may be modified
in future and on the understanding that those agreements are to be submitted to a Conference
which will be able to amend them. I do not therefore think that a committee need feel bound by
a decision adopted purely provisionally by some other committee.

The case would, of course, be different if we were concerned with discussions by the
Disarmament Conference. If the Conference had taken a decision establishing a limited degree
of publicity, a committee instructed to examine the question of controlling manufacture would have
to take that decision into account. But this is not the case; the Disarmament Conference has
not yet been convened, and we must not be hampered by provisional decisions taken by another
committee.

The situation is as follows: The Covenant speaks of private manufacture. We may be told
that it did not contemplate the supervision of State manufacture. If it said nothing on that
matter, it was on the understanding that armaments should first be reduced. To-day, however,
the position has changed, and we have to find a solution which will include the supervision of State
manufacture. The first question to be settled is therefore this: Is the Commission of opinion that
State manufacture should be supervised under the same system as private manufacture ?

Secondly, what shall be the nature of this supervision ? As regards private manufacture, the
control consists of licences and publicity. In the case of State manufacture there can be no
question of licences; there remains only publicity.

Lastly, what should be the extent of this publicity ? Last December a compromise text was
adopted providing for a limited publicity applying only to the value of production. Several
delegates made reservations on this matter, being of opinion that publicity should extend to weight
and number. What we ought to do is to submit to the Council and to the Assembly a report
saying that such and such countries accept the supervision of State manufacture, and that such
and such other countries are opposed to it; that certain countries accept publicity in respect of
such and such data, while other countries only accept a limited publicity relating to such and such
other data.

I think that the discussion is now exhausted, and that we should vote upon these three
questions:

Should supervision extend to State manufacture ?
If so, should it be subject to the same system of publicity as the supervision of private

manufacture ?
Should this publicity be limited to value, or should it extend to weight and number ?

M. MASSIGLI (France). - All I did was to ask certain questions, and I must suppose that those
questions contained their own replies, or at any rate coincided with the preoccupations of some
of my colleagues, since they were at once interpreted as proposals. I only pointed out a difficulty
and I am under the impression that everyone recognise the existence of that difficulty. Disagree-
ment only arises when it comes to drawing the inevitable conclusions.

I will repeat myself: If we were only concerned with the Covenant, to the provisions of which
M. Guerrero made reference, the position would be very simple. We should only deal with matters
concerning the private manufacture of arms, and we should continue with our task to the end. We
can at any moment fulfil the whole of the obligations imposed upon us by the Covenant, and I
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would not wish the difficulties pointed out by the French delegation to be used as an argument
to oppose the carrying out of obligations under the Covenant.

In the course of the discussions, however, and for reasons to which I do not wish to refer
again, many delegations declared that in their opinion it was difficult, and even impossible, to
separate the problem relating to State manufacture from the problem of supervising private
manufacture, and that these two questions were very closely connected. That and that alone is
the cause of the difficulties with which we have been faced for more than two years. I will not
revert to this matter upon which we are agreed, and I will not propose that the two problems should
once again be separated and that we should return to the study of private manufacture only,
for I know that many delegations would find it difficult to agree to this course.

For my part I repeat that I should have no difficulty in approving a text limited to private
manufacture, but I cannot accept the second paragraph of Article 5 in the form in which it has
been submitted to us. According to that paragraph, the same system of publicity will be applied
both to private and to State manufacture. The problem of publicity of State manufactures
impinges closely upon certain essential questions occupying the Preparatory Disarmament
Commission. If the latter rejects publicity of material in such and such a form, I do not see by
what right we can be asked to accept those forms of publicity for the sake of publicity of manufac-
ture. When we deal with private manufacture, we are not encroaching upon the disarmament
problem; on the other hand, we inevitably come up against it as soon as we deal with State
manufactures.

I asked you what we ought to do, and the British delegation replied by proposing that we
should report to the Council on the state of our work, mentioning that certain delegations consider
it impossible to go any further for the time being under the conditions by which our work is
governed. That proposal seems to me to be the essence of common sense. The Council will see
what remains to be done. As regards the question whether the Commission is to commit suicide,
that, I would suggest, is a secondary consideration. The Committees or Commissions which have
for years successively dealt with the question of manufactures have no autonomous existence, but
receive their mandate from the Council. In the course of their work that mandate has been
enlarged, and the present Commission will now tell the Council that it cannot complete its task
under the conditions which govern its work. The Council will consider whether the Commission
should be adjourned, whether it should be dissolved, whether the problem should be referred to
some other Committee, etc.

To sum up, I agree with the British suggestion, and I cannot support M. Cobian's proposal that
the Commission should vote on questions to which many delegations are unable to give a reply.
I, for my part, cannot at present vote on the second paragraph of Article 5.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - I will not go into the substance of the question, for it seems to
me impossible to make any further progress, and I think the discussion may be closed. It only
remains to decide what the Commission should do. In my opinion its task finishes with the present
session; it must, of course, submit a report to the Council. M. Massigli pointed out that the
resolution voted by the Preparatory Commission would be an obstacle. To my mind-and my
colleagues will doubtless agree with me-it is not so, for our Commission cannot drop a question
simply because it has also been studied by another Commission of the same importance as our own.
If we did this, we should be acting contrary to the resolutions of the last Assembly and previous
Assemblies.

I think, therefore, we should adopt Mr. Cadogan's proposal to submit a report to the Council
embodying the results of our work, that is to say, the text of the Preliminary Draft Convention,
with the observations submitted, and with mention of the points upon which unanimous agreement
has been obtained. I therefore support Mr. Cadogan's proposal.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - I wish to associate myself with the remarks made by the British
delegate, so ably seconded by the delegate of Spain, and also, Mr. Chairman, with your suggestion
that the Rapporteur should present a report to-morrow morning for our consideration. I do not
know that I am quite so optimistic as the honourable representative of France when he says
that, if we had only had to consider private manufacture, we should have had an easy task. I
do not see how-and the Canadian delegation has pointed this out before-it would have been
possible ever to reach agreement on private manufacture if Government manufacture were left
out. It seems to me that they are so closely connected that we cannot presuppose, even with the
knowledge gained by ten years' experience in committees working on this subject, that it is
possible to deal with private manufacture apart from State manufacture.

I am therefore in hearty agreement that we should report on the progress we have made.
Many of us are looking forward to greater progress in the whole field of armaments, and my
opinion is that, if we report to the Council as to the stage we have reached-and we have reached
considerable agreement-it will be bound to remark some progress, and we shall have advanced
the task entrusted to us.

Baron MONCHEUR (Belgium). - I quite agree with M. Massigli as to the desirability of adopting
Mr. Cadogan's proposal. If we did this, we could postpone the consideration of the different
articles of the preliminary draft and I should not submit my amendment to Article 2. If we
decide, however, to continue our discussion of the articles, I shall ask leave to submit my
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. - I had intended to submit to the Commission the British amendment to
Article 6 and the Belgian amendment to Article 2 in order that the Rapporteur might know what
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to say in his report. It will be for the Commission to decide whether these proposals shall be
discussed now or to-morrow morning.

M. CADOGAN (British Empire). - That brings up the point on which I was going to
ask a question. My proposal involved, it is true, making a report to the Council, but that report
would, as I understand it, enclose and submit the draft Convention. The draft Convention which
we have here is only a draft, so far as I remember, of a Drafting Committee which met in December
last. It was submitted, after the Drafting Committee had elaborated it, to the full Commission, but
discussion on it was adjourned, and the Special Commission has still to give its formal approval.
Therefore we must, I suppose, go through the text of the draft, which presumably we can do at
once, and then discuss the report which will include its submission to the Council.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - I wish to explain the attitude adopted by the German delegation
regarding the connection between the different Conventions.

I heartily support the remarks of M. Guerrero and M. Rutgers. I think there is a natural
connection between the Convention on the Manufacture of Arms and the Convention on the Trade
in Arms.

There is only a certain superficial connection between the Convention on the Manufacture
of Arms and the Disarmament Convention. I say " superficial " because the principles underlying
the two Conventions are quite different. The purpose of the first is to furnish the public with
accurate data concerning the trade and manufacture of arms by the industries in the different
countries, whereas the purpose of the second is to limit and reduce material in use and stocks of
material, that is, material already in existence. This is a most important difference.

In the event of the British delegate's proposal being accepted, it would be very desirable not
to establish any interdependence between the Convention on the Manufacture of Arms and the
Disarmament Convention. No such interdependence exists, whereas it does exist as between the
Convention on Manufacture and the Convention on the Trade in Arms.

M. SATO (Japan). - I feel very much drawn to Mr. Cadogan's proposal, but wonder whether
that would really be a good method to adopt.

The Council has asked us for a single text. If Mr. Cadogan's proposal were adopted by the
Commission, however, we should be presenting a report with a draft Convention accompanied by
important reservations, and should thus be placing the Council in a somewhat difficult position.

Are we to wait for the conclusion of the Preparatory Commission's work ? That is a big
question. We must obtain a single text. Is this possible ? We cannot yet decide whether this
is possible or not.

My delegation, which represents a country possessing State manufacture, fully appreciates
the value of the objections raised by the French delegation, but our position, I may say, depends
a little on what is decided in regard to the first two paragraphs of Article 5. We might perhaps
agree at once to accept a comparatively slight obligation in the matter of publicity of State
manufacture without waiting for the results of the Preparatory Commission's work. If, however,
the obligations were too heavy, or too definite, and concerned value, number and weight, it would
be impossible to reach an agreement. By providing for only slight obligations we might perhaps
have no difficulty in obtaining a single text.

I should like therefore to submit the following proposal: Before voting on Mr. Cadogan's
proposal, the Commission might discuss once again the first two paragraphs of Article 5, in order
to see if there is any possibility of finding a solution which would be satisfactory to everyone.
In that case there would no longer be any need to resort to the British proposal. If, however, we
were not successful in achieving this result, we would adopt Mr. Cadogan's solution.

The CHAIRMAN. - I am prepared to ask the Commission to discuss Article 5 as M. Sato has

just suggested, but this question has already been before us for a very long time. We should have
to have positive amendments to the text now before us. If we discuss the question in vague terms,
our colleagues will repeat what they have already said, and the discussion may go on for ever.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - I thought that M. Massigli's idea was to adjourn the discussion
and that was why I mentioned suicide. But, as this is not the case, I may say that I am in full
agreement with M. Massigli and Mr. Cadogan.

Like M. Sato, I feel that it would be very unsatisfactory to note simply the divergencies of

view still outstanding which prevent us from reaching an agreement. M. Sato pointed out that
the text now before us was framed by the Sub-Committee, and that it must come up for discussion
again. I share his hope as to the possibility of framing a single text, provided that everyone is
prepared to make concessions and not to wait simply for concessions to be made by others.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - I should like to allay M. Sato's anxiety concerning the single text.
When we were instructed to frame a single text, I do not think that the Commission was expected
to establish a unanimous text. In I924 the Temporary Mixed Commission had framed two
complete draft Conventions for the supervision of the manufacture of arms. The Council wished
to avoid a recurrence of such a situation. Provided that the text is adopted by the majority, that
is sufficient, even if it is accompanied by remarks and reservations from different delegations
concerning certain special points.

As regards the big question of publicity, we might adopt the texts drawn up by way of a
compromise in December, adding any remarks and observations submitted by the different
delegations. This was what the Chairman proposed, and I endorse his suggestion. I think that
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to discuss the text of Article 5 would simply mean wasting time. If the French delegation, for
example, withdraws its remark, and if the other delegations do the same, so much the better.
But we have adopted a text which provides for publicity simply in regard to value. Naturally,
when we adopted it, we noted that several delegations were desirous of extending publicity so as
to cover weight and number, and that others are not prepared to accept even value in the matter
of State manufacture.

M. CADOGAN (British Empire). - I do not know whether the Council expected a
unanimous text from us or not, but I do know that they cannot force us to produce one if we all
disagree profoundly on the principles underlying this draft.

I only wish to say a word or two on procedure. I entirely agree with the delegate for Japan
that it would be an excellent thing if we could reach a rather higher degree of unanimity, and
make a rather better text, but I doubt whether the procedure which he proposes is a good one.
I am rather puzzled by his suggestion for re-opening the discussion of Article 5. Article 5, as we
have it now, is the result of prolonged discussion at many meetings. It was agreed upon by a
very large Drafting Committee, consisting of a very fair proportion of the members of this Special
Commission, and it seems to me that unless any one of those members of the Drafting Committee
has changed his views, or received fresh instructions from his Government, there really is nothing
more to be done so far as they are concerned.

It would be impertinent of me to suggest any procedure to the Chairman, but I might almost
suggest that he should enquire whether anybody has come here now with fresh instructions or
proposals. If not, the text stands so far as the Drafting Committee is concerned. The Drafting
Committee's text is still, as I understand it, before the Commission as a whole; it should therefore
presumably be examined formally in this Commission in order to enable those members, who
were not members of the Drafting Committee, to make any observations they may feel necessary.
Otherwise it seems to me that it is useless vaguely to re-open discussion on the article. It may
be, of course, that M. Sato has fresh instructions. Personally I have not, and unless we can
ascertain that there is some change in the situation, we had better take the draft, go through
it and see whether the Commission as a whole will approve what has been produced with very
great care and elaboration by the Drafting Committee.

M. SATO (Japan). - I think that there has been a slight misunderstanding. I had no intention
of reopening the discussion on the whole of Article i. I remember the lengthy and laborious
discussions which took place before we arrived at the article as now drafted, subject to certain
reservations. All I wanted to know was whether the different delegations which submitted in
December last the reservations mentioned after Article 5 desire to maintain those reservations.
We must ascertain this before adopting the British proposal. If the delegations adhere to these
reservations, there is, of course, no way of reaching an agreement. There simply remains the
British suggestion that we should submit to the Council a report explaining the situation.

Mr. Cadogan asked me whether I had any concessions to make on behalf of the Japanese
delegation. This question forms the very subject of my suggestion. If we go into the reservations
put forward by the different delegations, I shall have an opportunity of expressing my views,
but unless we do examine those reservations, it seems to me quite unnecessary. I would simply
add, in order to explain the attitude of the Japanese delegation, that my delegation is not among
those which submitted the reservations mentioned after Article 5.

The CHAIRMAN. - Does the Commission accept Article 5 with the reservations, as submitted,
or are any members of the Commission prepared to modify the attitude which they have hitherto
maintained ? If any members are prepared to do this, we can open a discussion, but if there
is no fresh proposal, I would ask you to say whether you wish to accept Mr. Cadogan's proposal.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - I simply wish to submit an observation as to the scope of the
word " reservation. I do not know if this word has an absolutely definite meaning. To the
Netherlands delegation, which has accepted the first reservation, it does not bear the meaning
which might be attributed to it, namely, that the article would not be acceptable if the amendments
mentioned in the first reservation were not introduced. Our delegation would have no objection
to dropping the reservation, if it were stated in the Commission's report that certain delegations
were of opinion that the drafting of Article 5 would be improved if the subject of the reservation
were inserted there. But I do not think that the word " reservation " in itself implies non-acceptance
of the text. As the text of Article 5 was accepted by the Netherlands delegation, I do not think
that any amendment is necessary. I repeat that the Netherlands delegation's reservation does
not mean that the text is unacceptable without that reservation. I will not say any more on the
subject.

The CHAIRMAN. - I would now ask the Commission whether it wishes to accept Mr. Cadogan's
proposal.

If you do accept it, I shall suggest that we hold a meeting to-morrow morning when M.
Guerrero would submit the report and the text adopted. Every delegation would thus have the
opportunity to say just how it would like its opinion to be set forth.

I think it would be well if the opinions of the different delegations were not allowed to remain
anonymous, but were given as emanating definitely from the delegations concerned.

I had intended to ask for a vote to-morrow morning on the separate paragraphs of the draft
text.
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M. SOKAL (Poland). -- I am afraid that this procedure might-be rather long, as the Commission
is always inclined to discuss every question even when it has been discussed already.

Would it not be better to appoint a sub-committee to prepare a report ? The Commission
would thus have, as it were, a text which had already been adopted by a certain number of
delegations.

This would avoid fresh discussion on the question, for example, as to whether we are to link
up the subject now before us with the general Disarmament Convention. If we re-opened such a
discussion to-morrow, we could not give the Council our report in time for its September session.
The delegations will perhaps find it easier in a sub-committee to make concessions whereby
agreement could be arrived at on certain points.

I suggest, therefore, as Mr. Cadogan proposes, that we should ask certain of our colleagues
to assist M. Guerrero in framing a text to be submitted to us at a plenary meeting.

The CHAIRMAN. - If the Commission is of opinion that we should save time by appointing
a sub-committee, I see no objection to this course.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - We have before us two entirely different questions: the first concerns
the framing of the report; the second has to do with the material to be annexed to that report.

The text before us was framed by a sub-committee. It expresses the views of the majority
of that sub-committee, but we do not know whether it also reflects the views of the majority
of the Commission itself. I think it would be possible, without re-opening the whole discussion,
to ask the Commission to express an opinion.

The second paragraph of Article 5, for example, is the outcome of a compromise in the sub-
committee. Certain delegations, however, would have preferred to maintain the original text.
What are the Commission's views on the subject ? We do not know. We have before us the text
drawn up by a sub-committee, a text which has never been discussed here. Either we must annex
it to the report, stating that it is only the text framed by the sub-committee, or we must know
what the feelings of the Commission are on the matter.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - I do not think that we can submit a report at the present stage
of our work.

We must follow the Assembly resolutions. The Assembly noted that no means had hitherto
been found of establishing a single text. It addressed an appeal to the Governments and summoned
us to see whether it was possible to eliminate our differences. At present we do not know what
the position is as regards the reservations which have been made. We must re-open the discussion
now, not for the purposes of the general question under consideration, but in order to examine
the differences in order to see which of them still exist and which have disappeared, and to decide
whether we can find a compromise for those that have not disappeared. After that the report
can be established.

For the moment it seems to me absolutely essential that we should hold a plenary meeting
this afternoon, and that we should not consider the question of a report until we have concluded
a detailed examination of the differences.

The CHAIRMAN. - One thing seems perfectly clear, that is, that we must hold a plenary
meeting this afternoon in order to discuss the Sub-Committee's text.

(The Commission rose at I2.50 p.m.)

THIRD MEETING (PUBLIC).

Held at Geneva, Tuesday, August 27th, I929, at 4.I5 p.m.

Chairman: Count BERNSTORFF (Germany).

8. Consideration of the Revised Text of the Preliminary Draft Convention.

Article I.

For the purposes of the present Convention, five categories of
arms, ammunition and implements are established:

CATEGORY I. - ARMS, AMMUNITION AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR

EXCLUSIVELY DESIGNED AND INTENDED FOR LAND,

SEA OR AERIAL WARFARE.

A. - Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed
and intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, both those which are
or shall be comprised in the armament of the armed forces of a State,
and those which have been comprised in such armament, except
such arms, ammunition and implements which, though included
in the above definition, are covered by other categories.
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Such arms, ammunition and implements are comprised in the
following twelve headings:

I. Rifles, muskets, carbines.
2. (a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of

all calibres;
(b) Mountings for machine-guns;
(c) Interrupter gears.

3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in
Nos. I and 2 above.

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

5. (a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre less
than 5.9 inches (I5 cm.);

(b) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre of
5.9 inches (15 cm.) or above;

(c) Mortars of all kinds;
(d) Gun carriages, mountings, recuperators, accessories for

mountings.
6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in

No. 5 above.
7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth

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

(b) Bombs;
(c) Land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, depth

charges;
(d) Torpedoes.

9. Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus.
io. Bayonets.
I I. Tanks and armoured cars.
12. Arms and ammunition not specified in the above enumer-

ation.

B. - Essential and easily recognisable component parts, completely
finished, of the articles covered by A above if capable of being
utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as
spare parts.

CATEGORY II. - ARMS AND AMMUNITION CAPABLE OF USE

BOTH FOR MILITARY AND OTHER PURPOSES.

A. - I. Revolvers, and self-loading or automatic pistols, and
developments of the same, designed for single-handed use or fired
from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length
of barrel greater than io cm.

2. Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military
purposes, such as sport or personal defence, that will fire cartridges
that can be fired from fire-arms in Category I; other rifled fire-arms
firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or above, not included
in Category I, with the exception of rifled fire-arms with a " break-
down " action.

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

4. Swords and lances.

B. - Essential and easily recognisable component parts, completely
finished, of the articles covered by A above, if capable of being utilised
only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as spare parts.

CATEGORY III. - VESSELS OF WAR AND THEIR ARMAMENT.

I. Vessels of war of all kinds.
2. Arms, ammunition and implements of war mounted on board

vessels of war and forming part of their normal armament.

CATEGORY IV.

I. Aircraft, assembled or dismantled.
2. Aircraft engines.

CATEGORY V.

I. Gunpowder and explosives, except common black gunpowder.
2. Arms and ammunition other than those covered by Categories

I and II, such as pistols and revolvers of all models, rifled weapons
with a " break-down " action, other rifled fire-arms of a calibre of
less than 6 mm. designed for firing from the shoulder, smooth-bore
shot-guns, guns with more than one barrel of which at least one
barrel is smooth-bore, fire-arms firing rimfire ammunition, muzzle-
loading fire-arms.

Remarks.

i. The Belgian delegation has made a reservation with regard
to the advisability of a further study being made of these categories.
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Ž. The delegation of the United States of America reserved
the right to propose for incorporation in the final text of the Convention
a statement limiting the material of Category IV of Article I to
aircraft and aircraft engines manufactured under military specifica-
tions within their territory or jurisdiction, either on their own behalf
or on behalf of the Government of another State.

The term " manufactured under military specifications " means
both material manufactured for purely military purposes and
material manufactured for commercial purposes, but on specifications
designed to make it capable of military use.

The delegations of Germany and the Netherlands associated
themselves with this reservation.

The CHAIRMAN. - After yesterday's discussion, I think we may consider Article i as
accepted with the amendments that we have adopted. I think that the Belgian delegation's
Remark should disappear, and those of the United States, German and the Netherlands
delegations should remain. Moreover, all the explanations necessary will be given in the report.

Article I was adopted.

Article 2.

For the purposes of the present Convention, private manufacture
shall be considered to mean manufacture of items defined in Article I
taking place in establishments of which the State is not the sole pro-
prietor, and which are mainly or to a large extent engaged in the
manufacture of the said articles, excluding manufacture on the order
and behalf of the State.

The CHAIRMAN. - In the case of Article 2, the revised draft retains the text accepted at
our I928 session. The Belgian delegation has proposed that the end of this article should be
amended so as to make it read as follows:

. engaged in the manufacture of the articles covered by Categories I, II, III
and IV of Article I, excluding manufacture on the order and behalf of the State ".

Baron MONCHEUR (Belgium). - I shall merely explain briefly the reasons for which we
thought it advisable to propose this slight modification or, rather, this addition of a few words
to Article 2.

Unless Article 2 is amended as I propose, it might, through the form in which it is drafted,
involve an unnecessarily vexatious application. Consider, for instance, the case of a firm which
manufactures only Flaubert carbines, for such firms do indeed exist, or consider a firm which, as
is frequently the case, produces only sporting guns. These firms may be said to be devoted
exclusively and, with still more reason, mainly and to a large extent to the manufacture of articles
coming under Category V; nevertheless, if we retain Article 2 in its present form, these firms, by
virtue of Article 3, would have to apply for a licence every time they made any article coming
under Categories I, II, III or IV even if this manufacture were exceptional and negligible in amount.
That this was surely not the intention of those who framed the Draft is clearly shown by the use
of the words " mainly " and " to a large extent " in the text of Article 2.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - I endorse the proposal that has just been made by the Belgian delegate.

Article 2 was adopted with the amendment proposed by the Belgian delegation.

Article 3.

The High Contracting Parties undertake not to permit, in the
territory under their jurisdiction, the private manufacture as defined
in Article 2 of the articles included in Categories I, II, III, and IV,
unless the manufacturers thereof are licensed by the Government
to manufacture the articles referred to in this article.

This licence shall be valid for a period to be determined individually
by each High Contracting Party, and shall be renewable for a further
period at the discretion of the Government.

Article 4.

The delegation of the United States of America recalled its
declaration of principle made previously, to the effect that its
Government is powerless to prescribe or enforce prohibition or a
system of licences upon private manufacture which takes place under
the jurisdiction of the States which form the United States of America.

Article 4.

The High Contracting Parties undertake to transmit to the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations, or to publish within two months



- 30 

after the close of each quarter beginning on the first day of January,
April, July and October, a list of the licences granted or renewed
during that quarter, together with:

(a) A description of the war material for which the licence is
granted;

(b) (The name and address of the registered or head office of the
licensees and the period for which the licence has been granted.

Articles 3 atd 4 were adopted withoat observation.

Article 5.

The CHAIRMAN. - We will continue our consideration of this article which we discussed this
morning. Are there any definite proposals by way of amendments ?

M. MASSIGLI (France). - Do you not think, Mr. Chairman, that we should vote on this
article by paragraph ?

The CHAIRMAN. - I am prepared to adopt that procedure. The first paragraph is now
under discussion.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - I think it is clearly understood that, in accepting the first paragraph,
those delegations which made a reservation regarding the advisability of extending publicity to
include both number and weight maintain that reservation. In that case, I accept, as a minimum
compromise, the first paragraph, which limits publicity to value, but I would emphasise that, in my
opinion, publicity should also include weight and number in each category.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - For reasons that have been frequently stated, I can accept
the first paragraph only with the reservation which appears in Remark No. I.

Mr. WILSON (United States of America). - I assumed that, when this paragraph was put
to discussion, the first reservation was included and it was therefore not necessary for us specifically
to reiterate our reservation.

The CHAIRMAN. This morning, a hope was expressed that we might find it possible to
agree upon a unanimous text. It is, however, understood that, if the reservations are not
withdrawn, they will be mentioned. We have merely to decide the manner in which these
reservations shall be presented. Would it not be clearer, both for the Council and for public opinion,
if it were known which members of the Commission made these reservations ? In my view, it is
important to show how many members of the Commission think that publicity should be confined
solely to value and how many think it should be extended to include weight and number.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - I entirely agree with the Chairman. I think that the majority
of the Commission always desired that publicity should be given, not only to value, but also to
weight and number. Thus it would not be at all correct to say that "certain delegations "submitted
the first reservation. The Council would not be able to take sufficiently exact account of the
opinion of the members of the Commission if we confined ourselves to that statement. I think
it will be necessary, either to mention by name the delegations making this reservation, or to say
that it was adopted by the majority of the Commission.

M. MASSIGLI (France). Is it clearly understood that the reservation in Remark No. I
applies to the first paragraph ? If so, I shall vote in favour of this reservation.

The CHAIRMAN. - We are now faced with a fresh difficulty. At M. Massigli's request, we
decided to consider Article 5 paragraph by paragraph and we have been forced to mention the
reservation contained in Remark No. I in connection with the first paragraph, but this reservation
applies equally to the second paragraph. We must therefore vote upon the first paragraph with
the reservation and will then have to vote upon the second paragraph with the same reservation.
In that way, the position will be quite clear. I will ask you first to vote upon the first paragraph
of Article 5.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - Do I understand that, in voting for the first paragraph of Article 5,
I also vote for Remark'No. I ?

The CHAIRMAN. -- No; we are going to vote upon two questions' first, on the first paragraph
of Article 5, which includes only value; and then on Remark No. I, which contains a reservation
and entails value, weight and number.

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). -- Before a vote is taken, I should like to make it clear
why I shall vote for value only. The matter is not quite so simple as it appears. It is all very
well to take the first paragraph of Article 5 and vote on it, and then the Remark relating to
that paragraph, but what about the second paragraph? I accept the first paragraph provided
the second is also accepted. There is one principle to which my Government holds, and that is
equal treatment of private and State manufacture. If the second paragraph is accepted, of
course, we accept the first and second paragraphs, which give equal treatment. I do not think,
from my experience in the discussions of this Commission, that we shall get much more than value
in respect of State manufacture. Therefore, in accordance with our principle of equality
of treatment, I must vote for value only in regard to the first paragraph.
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The CHAIRMAN. - The problem is very difficult to solve. It is still more difficult for the
Rapporteur. That is why I wished to make the position as clear as possible, so that the report
to the Council may convey an exact impression.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - It seems to me that the second paragraph is far wider in scope
and application and is by far the more essential to decide on first. It would be much easier for
many of us to vote on the first paragraph if this procedure were followed. The question of equality
of treatment as between the different types of countries from a manufacturing standpoint, i.e.,
State and private manufacture, is to me of primary importance. Once that is decided, the inclusion
or not of value, number and weight is a different matter. Some would like to include value only;
others, among which is Canada, number and weight also. I wish to propose that the second
paragraph be dealt with first.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - The text before us relates to publicity for private manufacture,
and limits such publicity to value. Several delegations wish to extend this publicity so that it
shall cover value, weight and number.

In my opinion, the Commission ought to decide whether, as regards the private manufacture
referred to in the first paragraph, publicity should be limited to value only, or whether we should
extend it to include weight and number. Afterwards, the Commission will vote on the second
paragraph, which relates to State manufacture, and will then decide whether the same system
should be applied to both.

The CHAIRMAN. - That is exactly the method I proposed to adopt.

M. SATO (Japan). - Several delegations are in a position to accept the widest possible
publicity as regards private manufacture, but the position might be different in the case of State
manufacture.

The first and second paragraphs are related to each other. No separate solution can
be contemplated. I therefore propose that the Commission should vote upon the two paragraphs
together. Such a vote would not prevent certain delegations from subsequently drafting any
reservations they deemed necessary.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - In view of the proposal of the Japanese delegate, I am willing
to withdraw my proposal. If the two paragraphs can be considered together, that meets the
situation satisfactorily.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - I do not wish to discuss a point of procedure which lies entirely
within the province of the Chair. I do, however, think it necessary to point out that M. Sato's
proposal leaves out of account one absolutely essential question. If we vote on the two paragraphs
together, and approve of publicity as to value, it might subsequently be claimed that
the Commission had already settled the matter and had decided to include value only. Those
delegations which would like to extend the scope of publicity would then not be able to state their
case, for it is impossible to rescind a decision that has been adopted.

I therefore propose that the Commission should vote according to the suggestion I made, and
afterwards it will be able to vote on the first and second paragraphs. Nevertheless, I do not
insist upon this, for this question of procedure is a matter for the Chairman.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - I understood, Mr. Chairman, that if you should accept the proposal
of the Japanese delegation, your original proposal would still hold-that is, we would vote on the
first two paragraphs, after which we would vote on the addition of Remark No. I.

The CHAIRMAN. - It seems certain that we shall not arrive at a unanimous text. Nevertheless,
our Rapporteur must be in a position to draft as clear a report as possible. It would therefore be
better for us to vote by paragraphs, asking, in the case of each paragraph, which members are in
favour of including value only and which would prefer to include value, number and weight. There
is a further point to be considered: several delegations wish private and State manufacture to be
treated in the same way.

I now ask you to vote on the first paragraph of Article 5, as given in the revised text of the
Preliminary Draft Convention, which mentions value only.

Six delegations voted in favour of the text. Eleven delegation voted in favour of including value,
weight and number.

M. GUERRERO. (Salvador). The vote just taken shows that the first paragraph must be
amended so as to include value, weight and number. The reservation, on the other hand, will be
to the effect that value only should be mentioned.

M. SATO (Japan). - I voted for retaining the original text, but on condition that the same
system applied to State manufacture. The Commission was unable to retain the original text,
which prescribed publicity in terms of value only; on the contrary, it has decided by a majority that
publicity in the case of private manufacture should include, not only value, but also number and
weight. If this new text had applied to private manufacture only. I might perhaps have been
able to accept it, but as it applies also to State manufacture, it is extremely difficult for me to
accept it.

Mr. A. CADOGAN (British Empire). - I do not wish to complicate the discussion or
procedure in any way, but the point we have reached does show that there is some difficulty. I
was one of the minority of six, and I understand from our Rapporteur that, as a result of the vote
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that was taken, the text desired by the majority will be substituted for the one which we have here;
he further said that he presumed that the views of the minority would be expressed in a reservation.
I assume that such reservation would be to the effect that the minority of six wished particulars of
value only to be given. Now, I am not quite sure that I do want a reservation to that effect. I do
not know; it depends rather on what happens in regard to the second paragraph.

My reservation, if I made one, would be the one which I think originally figures in one of the
earlier texts, and which has since dropped out, to the effect that certain delegations considered that
private manufacture and State manufacture should be treated alike. That would be the reserva-
tion that I should make. I should not want to put my name to a reservation to the effect that
nothing more than value should be given. What I maintain is that the two-State manufacture
and private manufacture-should be treated on an equal footing.

The CHAIRMAN. - When we have completed this discussion and when we come to consider
M. Guerrero's report, every delegation will naturally be given an opportunity of saying what kind
of reservations they wish to put in the text. It would not be possible to submit a report which was
not unanimous without letting every delegation have their say as regards reservations.

M. CADOGAN (British Empire). - I should be perfectly satisfied with that. I only wished
to make it clear that I hope we are not going to put in a reservation to the effect that certain
delegations-amongst them the British- insisted on giving only value. That is not exactly the
position. What I want is really equal treatment for both State manufacture and private
manufacture.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - In the ordinary way, the letter a is followed by the letter b, but when

we take a vote of this description we do not know what will be the result of the second vote. We
have reached a blind end and I do not know how we shall get out of it. Up to the present time, the
Commission had been of opinion that, as regards publicity the same treatment should be accorded
to private and State manufacture. Now we are voting on Article 5 paragraph by paragraph. As
a result of the first vote, by eleven to six, the fundamental basis has been overthrown. There will

be two different kinds of publicity for State and private manufacture. That is practically certain.
I am therefore very doubtful as to whether this procedure will give the result our Chairman desires,
and I fear we shall not be able to submit to the Council a report of any value, seeing that we have
indirectly overthrown a fundamental principle on which we had all agreed. I entirely agree with
Mr. Cadogan. When we come to frame reservations, I too will find the matter very delicate. The

Commission had adopted the principle of equal treatment as regards publicity both for private and

State manufacture. If the Commission desires to abandon that principle, it should do so directly
and not in the indirect way that has been followed. That is faulty procedure.

The CHAIRMAN. - I would like to reply very briefly to M. Sokal. In the first place, the decision

as to equality of treatment was not taken by the Commission but by the Sub-Committee. Now,
the Commission wishes to consider the Sub-Committee's report, and must decide whether or not

to accept the Sub-Committee's proposal. Moreover, I do not see that it will be impossible to
arrive at equality of treatment, for it is probable that members of the Commission who voted for
wide publicity in the case of private manufacture will vote for the same kind of publicity in the
case of State manufacture.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - I would like to make a slight addition to the Chairman's remarks.

I believe that M. Sokal is under a misapprehension when he thinks that we are about to abandon a
fundamental principle which had already been accepted. It is vot possible to say that as yet.
We can only say so after the vote on the second paragraph. If that vote gives the same result as

that on the first paragraph, then equality of treatment as between private and State manufacture
will be maintained. Subsequently, delegations will be able to submit their reservations.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I think that many of the difficulties with which we are faced

arise from the fact that there is a desire to change the first paragraph of this article so as to include
therein the words " weight and number ". Obviously all members of the Commission are agreed

on accepting value. If we vote on this paragraph as it stands, the Commission would adopt it
unanimously. We are all axious to secure unanimity. On this paragraph at least we might have
unanimity. Afterwards, in the Remarks, the majority of the Commission would show that they
preferred to add the weight and number. If we vote only on value, we shall all be in agreement.
Even those who would make the acceptance of control over private manufacture dependent upon

acceptance of control over State manufacture would not refuse that minimum of control. If,

then, we vote on the first paragraph as it stands, we shall secure unanimity.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - I wish merely to point out to General de Marinis that we are not

all agreed in accepting value. We know, on the contrary, that the majority of the Commission
are agreed in accepting the three classes of information-weight, number and value. In any case

if we proceed as General de Marinis desires, we should secure a false unanimity. If someone offers

Io dollars to a man who asks for i,ooo, saying: Will you agree to accept Io dollars in the first place,

the latter will reply: Yes. But it is not Io dollars he prefers, but I,ooo that he asks. By that

procedure, we should reach a false unanimity. It would not be in order to submit to the Council

a text of a preliminary Draft which was approved by a minority. It is more natural to submit a

text approved by the majority of the Commission. Afterwards, we will inform the Council:

There are certain delegations which could not accept the three classes of publicity and which are

able to accept only value.
Thus, in order to furnish the Council with information more exactly reflecting the Commission's

wishes, we must continue to adopt the same procedure.



33-

M. CADOGAN (British Empire). - I should like to support the proposal of General de
Marinis. It all goes back to a discussion which I remember in the early stages of this Commission
as to how we are to proceed. We were told to draw up a texte unique, but at one time I thought it
was agreed that we were to embody in a text what was agreed upon unanimously by the Commission,
adding Remarks to show that certain delegations desired to go further. I think that is not a
bad way of giving to the Council the views of the Governments here represented.

In regard to publicity, we are discussing how much publicity to give. We are all agreed that
value ought to be put into the text and that it should be stated that the large majority of delegates
wish to go further. That would simplify matters. At the same time, reading the remarks and the
report which will accompany the text, you will see that other views will have to be recorded, but if
the draft Convention is put to the vote article by article, there will be close votes on each article,
the same delegates sometimes voting in the majority or in the minority. It will be much clearer
to give a texte unique and to add. Remarks to show that certain delegations wish to go further.
That will give a clear view of what can be done.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I thank Mr. Cadogan for the explanations he has added to
my proposal.

After what M. Guerrero has just said, I see that I did not make myself sufficiently clear and I
will try to do so now.

We must submit to the Council a report which will give it a clear idea of the Commission's
opinion. What is this opinion ? We are all unanimous on a certain minimum of publicity
extending to value only. If we unanimously adopt this first paragraph, the Council will know that
the whole Commission agrees on this minimum of publicity. But there are delegations-and
they include the great majority-who do not wish publicity as regards value only but also as
regards weight and number. This will appear in the Remarks. The Council will be able to see
that these delegations constitute the great majority of the Commission.

The CHAIRMAN. - It will be for the Commission to decide how it intends to settle this question.
I think it will be able to do so much more easily when it has adopted all the paragraphs of
Article 5.

I would remind you in particular that the second paragraph, on which we have now to
pronounce ourselves, constitutes the only change made by the Sub-Committee in this text. For
the first time we shall be voting in this Commission on a new proposal of the Sub-Committee.

I think the situation will be much clearer if we now vote on the second paragraph and on the
Remarks, and if I then ask the Commission to decide how it intends to draft the article as a whole.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - I think we cannot accept our Chairman's proposal, for the second
paragraph begins with the words: " The provisions of the foregoing paragraph shall also apply ".
What are these provisions ? Are they those which answer to the wishes of the majority ?

If so, the situation is clear and we can vote on the second paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. - I will now ask you to pronounce on the second paragraph. I will first ask
what delegations wish the second paragraph to be adopted with a mention of value, weight and
number, and then I will ask what delegations desire to mention value only.

M. MASSIGLI (France). -- This morning, I pointed out, as a matter of principle, that, whatever
the contents of the first paragraph, the French delegation could not vote for the second paragraph
in view of what was agreed in the Preparatory Commission. I will read the text of the reservation
I should like to have inserted:

"The French delegation cannot accept the second paragraph. It is of opinion that
publicity concerning State manufacture can only be decided in relation with the decisions
which will ultimately be taken by the Preparatory Commission on Disarmament, with regard
to the publicity that should attach to the cost of war material, as a result of its resolution of
May 4th, I929. 

The CHAIRMAN. - We shall now vote first of all on the text of the second paragraph with the
words " weight, number and value ".

M. CADOGAN (British Empire). - This matter is becoming so difficult that I do not
know what to do. I voted for giving value only, and not number and weight to State manufacture
in the first paragraph. I am now asked if I will vote for the second paragraph as it stands, which
reads:

" The provisions of the foregoing paragraph shall also apply to the production of the
material manufactured for it in establishments of which the State is the sole proprietor, or in
any other establishment on behalf of the State. "

I understand "the provisions of the foregoing paragraph " include weight and number,
although I was not in favour of including them, and if I say that State and private manufacture
should be treated alike, I cannot very well note that State manufacture be subjected to a regime
which I have voted should not be applied to private manufacture. Therefore, I think I shall have
to abstain from voting on the whole of this article and to state in the report my reasons for doing so.
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The CHAIRMAN. -' To give a clear idea of the situation it will be necessary to mention in the
report the position taken up by the different delegations.

I ask the Commission to pronounce on the second paragraph on the understanding that it
includes value, weight and number. The Commission will then have to vote on the Remark.

Nine delegations voted in favoir of the second paragraph including value, weight and number.

The CHAIRMAN. I will now ask the delegations who wish to accept this paragraph with
value only to hold up their hands.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - I should like to ask a question. I am in rather the same position
as Mr. Cadogan and do not know how I should vote. The Polish delegation was in the minority
in the vote on the first paragraph, considering that only value should be included, and
the Commission decided to mention value, weight and number.

I cannot answer the question which is now put to us, namely, whether it is sufficient to refer
to value only, since, in my opinion, the essential point is that the same treatment should be applied
to private manufacture and to Government manufacture. Since the basis on which I considered
Article 5 has been removed, owing to the vote which has just been taken regarding the
first paragraph, there is now no point in my pronouncing on the second paragraph. If, therefore,
the second paragraph stipulates the same treatment for State manufacture and private manufacture,
I am ready to accept it on condition that publicity is confined to value; but if this publicity is
extended, I must vote against.

I would point out that a special case may arise. It is possible that the Commission may
pronounce in favour of very wide publicity as regards private manufacture and that the majority
of the Commission may desire less wide publicity as regards Government manufacture. Personally,
I consider that the treatment should be the same in both cases; but I have no opportunity of
expressing this opinion as the question is now put to us. I can therefore only abstain, and this,
of course, may affect the majority in regard to the second paragraph. Our procedure, therefore,
does not allow of the position of the different delegations being clearly indicated.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). I can give M. Sokal the explanation he desires. By the first vote,
the Commission decided that publicity relating to private manufacture should apply to weight,
number and value. The majority pronounced to this effect. Now the Commission must say
whether it desires the same treatment to be applied to State manufacture as to private manufacture.
If I understand the situation aright, the Commission has pronounced in the affirmative
by nine votes. Satisfaction has therefore been given to M. Sokal, since he desired the same treatment
to be applied to both kinds of manufacture. The situation therefore seems to me to be clear.
The majority of the Commission has pronounced for the insertion of three standards-value,
number and weight, both as regards private manufacture and State manufacture. Moreover, the
minority can always put forward any reservations it desires to make, as is the case in
any international procedure. Thus, M. Massigli has already put forward a reservation, and the
other members of the minority can do the same.

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia). - I have followed this debate with great attention, and
at once realised that there were two alternatives, each of which might have given a different
majority if put to the vote. But I also saw the difficulty in which the Chairman was placed, and I
am making him no reproach for having cut the Gordian knot by putting the two paragraphs
to the vote successively. Personally, I was in the minority in the vote on the first paragraph,
and it is therefore difficult for me to express myself on the second paragraph. As the Chairman
said, all delegations are entitled to make reservations.

In these circumstances, I shall venture to support the French delegation's reservation, which
seems to me a logical one, as it does not directly settle the question of State manufacture. This
question can be reverted to later when the Preparatory Commission has itself achieved
positive results.

Accordingly, while accepting the vote adopted regarding the first paragraph, I reserve the
right to make a pronouncement later on the second paragraph,

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - The Italian delegation supports the French delegation's
proposal and wishes to make the same reservation. I should like to ask M. Massigli, however.
whether, in the last line but one, he would agree to delete the words " the cost of ". I am well
aware that the resolution of May 4th, 1929, refers to the limitation of material by the method
of publicity of expenditure; but it is better not to prejudge the final resolutions which will be
adopted on this point. I think it quite probable that publicity by expenditure will be attained;
but, so as not to prejudge the future, I should prefer that this question should not be dealt with now.
The Italian delegation's reservation will therefore read as follows:

" "The Italian delegation is unable to accept the second paragraph. It thinks that the
methods of publicity concerning State manufacture can only be decided by reference to the
decisions that will ultimately be taken by the Preparatory Commission on Disarmament with
regard to the publicity that should attach to war material as a result of the resolution of
May W4th, 1929 ".

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I accept this text.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - Mr. Chairman, I understood you to state that we were to vote on
the second paragraph and you proceeded to take the vote " For ". I am not aware that you
took the negative vote. A delegate might possibly be permitted to interrupt the voting to explain
his vote, but it seems to me that, once a vote has been started, it is quite out of order to bring
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up a reservation or an amendment to a reservation until the vote is disposed of. I would like
to ask whether it is not in order to proceed to the completion of the vote on the second paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. -- I should like to explain that, as I was going to count the number of delegates
who were not in favour of the text, M. Massigli made a reservation, which is in reality an explanation
of his vote and not a reservation.

M. SATO (Japan). After we have finished voting on these paragraphs separately, I should
like a vote to be taken on the first and second paragraphs together. There was a certain amount
of confusion about the first two votes, and both we and the Rapporteur would like the Council to
know which of the delegations desire to maintain the first and second paragraphs as they
stand. I should like these delegations to be expressly named in the report.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - As a matter of fact, my declaration raised a previous question.
It really amounted to a suggestion that, for the moment, it was unnecessary to vote on the second
paragraph. You interpreted it as a reservation, but in reality it was only a previous question

The CHAIRMAN. - It now remains to be seen whether there is a minority which does not
wish to accept the second paragraph, including, as it now does, number, weight and value.

Seven delegations voted aaginst the second paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. - M. Sato has proposed that a vote should be taken on the two paragraphs
together. Perhaps he will say in what form he thinks this vote should be taken.

M. SATO (Japan). - Voting paragraph by paragraph has resulted in some confusion. To
clear up the situation, I should like the text to be voted as a whole, as is done in Parliamentary
usage. I suggest that the Commission should now vote on the first two paragraphs as they now
stand, i.e., with reference to value only. The delegations voting for this text will be named
separately in the report.

In this way, the difficulties pointed out by Mr. Cadogan and M. Sokal will be removed.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - M. Sato's suggestion raises a very delicate problem, and I should like
to ask him respectfully to reconsider it. I quite understand the idea behind his proposal, but
its consequences might create a very serious situation.

Logically, a third vote ought to reproduce the results of the first two, but, if the vote should
prove to be negative, what will be the situation ? All those who share M. Sato's preoccupations
may be sure that, later on at the Conference, they will have an opportunity of stating their
opinions. What, then, is the good of taking this third vote ?

The first paragraph raised no objection, and it is chiefly the second paragraph which is at
issue. I can quite understand that it may be asked that the report should state that certain
delegations, like the French delegation, consider that nothing can be decided as regards the
publicity of State manufacture without knowing what will be done with regard to publicity from
the point of view of the limitation of armaments. Other delegations expressed the opinion that
the same regime of publicity should be applied to State manufacture and to private manufacture.
If we have a third vote we shall either get the same result or a rather depressing one.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - I do not understand M. Sato's point, or the aim of his proposal,
since he will have another opportunity of expressing his opinion when the new text is submitted
to the next meeting with the modifications which the majority has just introduced in these two
paragraphs.

M. SATO (Japan). -- In spite of M. Cobian's view and M. Guerrero's explanation, I maintain
my request.

M. Cobian raised the question as to what would be the position if the vote was negative. As a
matter of fact, this negative vote would signify that the two previous votes had not been taken
with a clear understanding of the facts. What I want is that the situation should be quite clear,
and that the Council should not acquire an erroneous impression.

The original text was drawn up by the Sub-Committee after very laborious discussions. Now
it is being upset by a simple majority vote. That is why I should like a vote to be taken once
more on the two paragraphs together, to know exactly what the Commission's intentions are.

M. Guerrero has explained that I would have an opportunity of discussing that question
at the next meeting when the report was once more examined. But we shall only be able to examine
the drafting of the report, i.e., a question of form and not of substance.

Accordingly, I should like to ask the Chairman to take a vote of the Commission on the
procedure I have proposed.

The CHAIRMAN. - M. Sato has just said that the text we are discussing was drafted by the
Sub-Committee after protracted discussions. I would remind you, however, that this text was
not adopted unanimously, but only by a small majority.

You have heard the closing remarks of M. Sato, who proposed a third vote. You have also
heard the speeches of M. Cobian and M. Guerrero. I would ask you now to decide whether you
wish to vote on the two paragraphs together.

The Commission decided not to vote.

The CHAIRMAN. - We now come to the third paragraph.

The third paragraph of Article 5 was adopted zeithout observation.
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The CHAIRMAN. - As regards the Remarks, I suppose that it would be better not to discuss
them to-day, but to leave them until the Rapporteur submits his report to the Commission.
Each delegation can then say what Remark it wishes to insert. The Rapporteur's work would
perhaps be facilitated if the delegations would get into touch with him before he frames his report.

We now have to consider Article 6, to which the British delegation has proposed an
amendment.

Article 6.

The High Contracting Parties, in all cases covered by Category III,
undertake to publish as soon as possible, and in any case not later
than within two months after the close of each quarter beginning
on January Ist, April ist, July Ist and October Ist, the return for
that quarter, giving the information detailed below for each vessel
of war constructed, in the course of construction, or to be constructed
within their territorial jurisdiction.

(a) The date of laying the keel, and the following data:

Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; the principal
dimensions, namely, length at water-line, extreme beam at or
below water-line and main draft at standard displacement;

(b) Date of delivery, or date of completion, together with the
following data with respect to the vessel at that date:

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

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

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

Proposal by the British Delegation.

To insert at the end of Article 6:

" The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface
displacement of a vessel complete (exclusive of the water in
non-watertight structure), fully manned, engined and equipped
ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equip-
ment, outfit, provisions for crew, miscellaneous stores and imple-
ments of every description that are intended to be carried in
war, but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast of
any kind on board."

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - This amendment has already been circulated
in the name of the British delegation, and I do not think I need say anything about it. The text
is already known to one or two Governments, which have accepted it, and I hope it will commend
itself to all the other Governments represented here, and that they will be able to accept it.

The CHAIRMAN. - Does anyone wish to speak ? May I regard this silence as implying an
acceptance of the British amendment ?

M. SATO (Japan). - We are prepared to accept the British amendment.
Article 6 was adopted eith the British amendment.

Article 7.
The articles covered by Category V shall only be subject to such

publicity as may be prescribed by the national legislation.

Article 7 was adopted eithout observation.

Article 8.
In time of war the application of the present Convention shall be

suspended as regards belligerents until the restoration of peace.
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Remarks.

Certain delegations have expressed the opinion that the following
words should be added:

. . and also as regards non-belligerents. Neutral High
Contracting Parties who avail themselves of this right shall duly
notify the other High Contracting Parties."

The Italian delegation proposes that this article should be drafted
as follows:

"In time of war the application of the present Convention
shall be suspended until the restoration of peace as regards
belligerents and as regards non-belligerents upon their giving
due notice to the other High Contracting Parties, in conformity
with an undertaking to this effect."

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I am authorised to withdraw the reservation made by the
Italian Delegation and would ask the Rapporteur to note this point.

Article 8 was adopted without observation.

Article 9.
The present Convention shall not be deemed to affect any rights

and obligations which may arise out of the provisions of the Covenant
of the League of Nations, or of the Treaties of Peace signed in 1919
and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and Trianon, or of the
Treaty limiting Naval Armaments signed at Washington on February
6th, 1922, or of any other treaty, convention, agreement or engage-
ment concerning the manufacture of arms and ammunition and of
implements of war.

Article Io.
The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to

secure the accession to the present Convention of other States.
Each accession will be notified to the Secretary-General of the

League of Nations, and by the latter to all the signatory or acceding
States.

The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives
of the Secretariat of the League of Nations.

Article II.
The present Convention may be denounced by any High Contract-

ing Party thereto after the expiration of four years from the date
when it came into force in respect of that Party. Denunciation shall
be effected by notification in writing addressed to the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations, who will forthwith transmit
copies of such notification to the. other Contracting Parties, informing
them of the date on which it was received.

A denunciation shall take effect one year after the date of the
receipt of the notification thereof by the Secretary-General of the
League of Nations, and shall operate only in respect of the notifying
States.

Should the Convention be denounced by one of the Powers whose
ratification is a condition of its entry into force, any other High
Contracting Party may also, within a period of one year from the
date of such denunciation, denounce the Convention without waiting
for the expiration of the period of four years mentioned above, and
may require that its denunciation shall take effect at the same
date as the first-mentioned denunciation.

Articles 9, io and ii were adopted without observation.

Article 12.

Any State signing or acceding to the present Convention may
declare, at the moment of its signature, ratification or accession,
that its acceptance of the present Convention does not apply to any
or all of the overseas territories under its sovereignty, authority or
jurisdiction, and may accede subsequently in accordance with the
provisions of Article io on behalf of any territory so excluded.
Denunciation may also be effected separately in respect of any such
territory, and the provisions of Article ii shall apply to any such
denunciation.

Remarks.

The delegations of Germany, Italy, Netherlands and Salvador
proposed that this article should be omitted.

The CHAIRMAN. - There is no amendment to Article I2, but four delegations proposed that
the article should be omitted. You will have to decide whether you wish to keep Article 12 or
to omit it.

Moreover, the Sub-Committee was of opinion that the discussion on the substance of this
article should be reserved for discussion by the Conference.
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If the Commission has no objection, Article 12 can remain as it is until the Conference,
accompanied by the Remark.

The Sub-Committee's proposal to postpone the discussion on the substance of Article 12 until
the Conference was adopted without observation.

Article I3.
The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a

period of three years from the coming into force of the present Con-
vention under the terms of Article 15, this Convention shall be
subject to revision upon the request of one-third of the said High
Contracting Parties, which request shall be addressed to the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations.

Article 14.
The present Convention, of which the French and English texts

are both authentic, is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day's
date.

Each Power shall address its ratification to the Secretary-General

of the League of Nations, who will at once notify the deposit of such
ratification to each of the other signatory Powers.

The instruments of ratification will remain in the archives of the
Secretariat of the League of Nations.

Articles 13 and 14 were adopted without observation.

Article 15.
A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications shall be drawn

up by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations as soon as

the present Convention shall have been ratified by the following
Powers:

(Here follows the list of the principal producing Powers, to be
drawn up by the Conference.)

The Convention shall come into four months after the date of the

notification of this proces-verbal by the Secretary-General of the
League of Nations to all signatory Powers.

Subsequently, the Convention will come into force in respect of

each High Contracting Party four months after the date on which

its ratification or accession shall have been notified by the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations to all signatory or acceding States.

Remarks.

The delegations of Spain and Salvador recommended that the text

of this article should correspond to that of Article 41 of the Convention

for the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammuni-
tion and in Implements of War of June I7 th, 1925, to the effect that
the Convention should come into force after ratification by fourteen
Powers.

Article I6.

The High Contracting Parties agree to accept reservations which

may be made by Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland and Roumania

at the moment of their signature of the present Convention, and which
shall suspend, until the accession of Russia to the present Convention
under the same conditions as the said Powers, the application, in

respect of those States, of Articles .... of the present
Convention.

The CHAIRMAN. As regards Articles 15 and I6, the Sub-Committee proposes that the

substance of these Articles should be reserved for discussion by the Conference.

The Sub-Committee's proposal to hold over the discussion of Articles 15 and I6 till the Conference,
was adopted without observation.

The CHAIRMAN. - This completes our discussion of the revised text. We must now decide
when we are to hear the report and see the revised text.

I propose that our next meeting be held on Thursday morning.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I have no particular preference as regards the date, but it seems
to me essential that, in view of the importance of this report, it should be distributed to the
delegations in time for them to examine it before the meeting. I feel sure that this point will
be kept in mind, in fixing the date of the next meeting.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - That is just what I suggested to the Chairman. It would be
better to delay the next meeting a little, so that members of the Commission could study the report;
this would avoid what happened at our last session when we were criticised-and rightly so-for
having begun to discuss a report before it was known to members of the Commission.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - In order that we may have time to study the report, would
you fix our next meeting for ii o'clock ?

The CHAIRMAN. - The next meeting will be held on Thursday at II a.m.

(The Commission rose at 6.40 p.m.)



- 39 

FOURTH MEETING (PUBLIC)

Held at Geneva on Thursday, August 29th, 1929, at ii a.m.

Chairman: Count BERNSTORFF (Germany).

9. Examination of the Report to the Council [Document C.393.I929.IX(C.F.A.3 9 (i))].

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. - I do not think that there is any need for me to
read the report as it was distributed yesterday. I will only tell you of the few changes which were
made at the last moment at the request of several delegations.

Paragraph III (c) says: " This proposal, which received the support of the United States
delegate . . .". This sentence should be replaced by the following: " This proposal, which
received the support of the United States and Netherlands delegates . .

In paragraph VII, eleventh sub-paragraph, it is said that when the vote was taken on the
second paragraph of Article 5, the delegates of Great Britain and oland Pnd abstained. There is a
mistake here; the Polish delegate did vote.

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - I should like to submit a slight modification of that
sentence in order to submit my position a little clearer. The text reads: " The British repre-
sentative said that he would abstain from voting on the second paragraph ", and this might give
rise to a msiunderstanding. The second paragraph embodies the principle of equality of treatment
for the two forms of manufacture, i.e. private and State. As that is the principle which I have
upheld throughout the discussions, it might be wondered why I abstained from voting. I should
therefore be glad, in order to explain my attitude, if the following sentence could be inserted in
place of that in the draft report:

" The British delegate explained that his Government were principally concerned to
ensure equal treatment for private manufacture and State manufacture. Having voted
against giving particulars of number, weight and value in regard to private manufacture,
he found it difficult to vote for the second paragraph, which would now require that such
particulars should be given in regard to State manufacture. He therefore abstained from
voting upon this paragraph."

Owing to the way in which we voted on these paragraphs, my attitude might have appeared
somewhat confused. I welcome the fact that the whole article taken as one does embody the
principle for which I have pleaded, and I can only express regret that unanimity has not been
reached on the exact nature of the particulars to be given.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. - I agree to the insertion of the sentence Mr. Cadogan
has just read.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - I remember quite well Mr. Cadogan announcing his intention not to
vote, but, when we actually took the vote, I do not remember whether Mr. Cadogan abstained
or not.

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - The procedure was a little confused at the moment,
but I think I did really abstain.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - As the Rapporteur has just pointed out, the Polish delegation must
not appear among the abstentions; it is among the seven minority members. As Great Britain
abstained, I should be very glad if the Rapporteur would mention that the Commission adopted
the second paragraph by nine votes to seven, Great Britain abstaining.

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - I accept that, on the understanding that the sentence
I have suggested is included.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. - Account shall be taken of Mr. Cadogan's and
M. Sokal's wishes.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - The Rapporteur kindly inserted the following text I had proposed:
" The representative of France pointed out to the Commission that he could not accept

the second paragraph. He thought that the publicity to be given to State manufactures
could only be determined in connection with the decisions which the Preparatory Commission
will take in regard to publicity of material, in pursuance of its resolution of May 4th, I929.
In the course of the discussion, the French delegation noted that the chief difficulty in the
way of a solution was due to the fact that the specific question raised in the fifth paragraph
of Article 8 of the Covenant relating to the private manufacture of arms, ammunition and
implements of war had been extended to State manufacture. It accepts the principle of
publishing the value of State manufactures, but it thinks that the methods adopted should be
in conformity with the arrangements to be fixed by the future Convention on the Limitation of
Armaments. "
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But, on re-reading this text, I wish to ask for its amendment. The change consists of inverting
the order of the sentences contained in my reservation and in inserting an additional sentence.
The text I propose is as follows:

" The representative of France pointed out that the chief difficulty in reaching a solution

arose from the fact that the question raised in the fifth paragraph of Article 8 of the Convention
on the Private Manufacture of Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War had been extended
to State manufacture.

" He recalled the fact that the French delegation had been unable to consider equality
of treatment between private manufacture under State control and State manufacture which
each State would control itself.

"Therefore, while accepting the principle of publicity as regards value for State
manufacture, he declared that he could not accept the second paragraph of Article 5, seeing
that the methods for securing this publicity could only be decided in relation to the decisions
ultimately to be taken by the Preparatory Commission as a result of its resolution of May 4th,
1929, and that these methods should, in his opinion, be in conformity with the provisions of
the future Convention on the Limitation of Armaments."

The CHAIRMAN. - The Rapporteur tells me that he is prepared to insert the text proposed by

the French delegation. I should like to know whether the Italian and Czechoslovak delegates
who associated themselves with the French delegation's point of view accept this amendment.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I entirely agree with the statement made by the French
delegation as just read to us.

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia). - So do I.

Baron MONCHEUR (Belgium). - I should like to say that I entirely agree with the view expressed
in the last paragraph of M. Massigli's new statement, as follows:

" The methods for securing this publicity can only be decided in relation to the decisions

ultimately to be taken by the Preparatory Commission as a result of its resolution of May 4th,

1929, and that these methods should . . . be in conformity with the provisions of the future
Convention on the Limitation of Armaments. "

I do not pronounce upon the first two paragraphs of the statement, for that is a question which
would require to be examined.

The CHAIRMAN. I will only point out, for the sake of clearness, that the remarks following
Article 5 contain the following:

"The French, Italian and Czechoslovak delegations could not accept the second
paragraph. They considered, in fact, that publicity in regard to State manufacture could only
be determined in relation to the decisions to be taken by the Preparatory Commission for the
Disarmament Conference concerning publicity of material, in virtue of its resolution of May

4th, I929."

I will merely ask Baron Moncheur if he will be content to say: "The French, Belgian, etc.,
delegations ", or whether he wishes his agreement to be inserted in the report.

Baron MONCHEUR (Belgium). - It will be sufficient if it is mentioned in the Remarks.

The Polish and Roumanian delegates also adhered to the above Remark.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. - In the same paragraph VII the German delegate
has asked me to amend the penultimate paragraph which says:

" The representative of Germany said that the connection between the work of the
Preparatory Commission and the work of the Special Commission was only superficial.
The Special Commission was concerned with informing public opinion of the manufacture of

arms by the industries of the different countries, whereas the Preparatory Commission was
dealing with material in use and stocked material. 

and to replace it by the following text:

" The representative of Germany said that there was a material interdependence between

the Convention on Manufacture of Arms and the Convention on Trade in Arms, whereas the

connection between the work of the Preparatory Commission and the work of the Special
Commission was more or less superficial. The Special Commission was concerned with

informing public opinion of the manufacture of arms by the industries of the different

countries; the Preparatory Commission, on the other hand, was dealing with the material of

the armed forces, whether in use or stocked. "

I see no objection to making this alteration.

These are the only changes made in the report. I am at the Commission's disposal for any

other changes that may be asked for.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - The Remarks to Article 8 read: "Certain delegations have expressed

the opinion . . . ". For clearness' sake, I should like mention to be made of the delegations

which support these remarks.


