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M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. - In order to give satisfaction to M. Sokal, I need
only ask those delegations who support these remarks to make this known.

The delegates of Germany, the Netherlands, Poland, Roumania, Finland and Persia said that
they associated themselves with the Remark applying to Article 8.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - Paragraph X of the report is drafted as follows:

X. Articles 7, 9, IO, IT, 12, I3, I4, I5, I6 were adopted without modification. The
delegates of Germany, Italy and Salvador, however, supported the proposal by the Nether-
lands delegate to omit Article I2. The Spanish delegate supported the observation made
by the delegate of Salvador in regard to Article 15. Further, the Commission was of opinion
that the substance of Articles 12, I5 and I6 should be reserved for discussion by the
Conference."

I should like to propose the suppression of the last sentence, which gives the impression that
the other articles preceding Article 12 are not reserved for discussion by the Conference, which
is obviously not so.

Moreover, there is a small contradiction, since the preceding paragraphs show that the sub-
stance of these articles has been discussed; in fact, certain reservations or remarks were made
in regard to some of these articles.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. - I meant that the Commission had not pronounced
upon these articles. It did not mean to say that only these articles were referred for discussion
by the Conference, since the whole of the draft Convention will finally have to be submitted to it
However, I see no objection to omitting the last sentence.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - I do not agree, for if we simply omit the last sentence, we shall be left
with the first line of the paragraph, which expressly says that all these articles were adopted
without modification.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. - We have adopted these articles, but we did not
wish to discuss them; we reserve that discussion for the Conference.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - In that case, we must keep the last sentence, which shows that the
discussion of the substance of these articles is reserved.

If we omit the last sentence, the text of the paragraph will show that the Commission has
adopted these articles without modification. If, in the Rapporteur's opinion, these articles have
not been adopted we must say so. If, on the other hand, they were adopted without discussion
and their examination reserved, the last sentence must stand.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - Can we not get out of the difficulty by making two paragraphs
instead of one ? In the first paragraph, we could say that Articles 7, 9, IO, II, 13 and I4 were
adopted without modification, and as regards Articles 12, 15 and I6, another paragraph could
indicate the procedure that has been adopted.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. - I propose that the last paragraph should be drafted
as follows:

"Articles 7, 9, Io, II, 13, 14 were adopted without modification. As regards Articles
I2, 15, I6, the Commission was of the opinion that the discussion of their substance should
be reserved for the Conference. The delegates of Germany . . . however, etc."

M. SOKAL (Poland). - I see no objection to this proposal, except in regard to Article I6.
This drafting is quite correct in the case of Articles 12 and 15. As regards Article I6, however,
the situation is slightly different. There has been no amendment or other proposal and Article I6
is simply a reproduction of a corresponding article in the Convention on Trade in Arms. Obviously,
the Conference can undertake the discussion of its substance, just as in the case of all the other
articles. By including Article I6 in the draft Convention, the Commission is simply reproducing
a corresponding text of the Convention on Trade in Arms. I therefore maintain that Article I6
should not be treated like Articles 12 and 15, amendments to which have been proposed in the
course of the discussion. Article I6 should appear among the articles adopted without modification.

Colonel MARTOLA (Finland). - I agree with what the Polish delegate has just said.

General DUMITRESCO (Roumania). - I also agree with M. Sokal.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - So do I.
M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. - M. Sokal is perfectly right. I think, therefore,

that the best thing to do, if the Chairman has no objection, is to return to the matter of Article I6,
vote on it and make the alteration requested.

The CHAIRMAN. - In the circumstances, I have no objection to a vote.
Article I6 was adopted without observation.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. - The final drafting of this last paragraph will be:

"Articles 7, 9, Io, II, 13, I4 and I6 were adopted without modification.
" In regard to Articles 12 and 15, the Commission was of opinion that their substance

should be reserved for discussion by the Conference. The delegates of Germany, Italy and
Salvador, however, etc. . .. "
The rest of the paragraph follows without modification.



M. MASSIGLI (France). -- I should like to make one general observation on the whole report.
We have all appreciated the exceedingly conscientious and exhaustive report which M. Guerrero
has submitted to us. I am wondering, however, whether, at the end, it would not be well to add
one or two sentences. Should we not recall the fact that the Council had instructed us to draw
up a single text, adding that we have been unable to discharge this duty, and that it is now for
the Council or for the Assembly to draw the necessary inferences. Accordingly, a conclusion should
be added forming the logical consequence of these four pages of information and observations.

Mr. A. CADOGAN (British Empire). - I was about to make a very similar remark in
regard to the general nature of this report. I was under the impression that the Commission, in
the course of its discussion, had agreed that some general observation on the result of our work
should be made in the report. Personally, I think that some addition should be made to it, although
I do not quite agree with the form in which M. Massigli would have it put. M. Massigli would
like the Special Commission to confess to the Council that it has failed to carry out its task. I do
not think we need be quite as pessimistic as that. I agree that the texte unique, of which some
people had high hopes, has resulted in no very large or useful measure of agreement. Still, we
have produced a text, which was what we were asked to do. It is accompanied by remarks and
reservations, but obviously any draft text produced by a Commission of this kind, which has
ultimately to be submitted to a Conference, must be subject to alterations and modifications.
Everyone will be able to express his view at the Conference, and we have succeeded in producing
a basis for discussion.

We might say that we are submitting a text which represents the maximum agreement we
have been able to reach, and then draw attention rather more specifically to the difficulties which
have complicated some of our discussions. I refer, of course, to the fact that, as many delegates
have pointed out, we have been to some extent trespassing on the work which the Preparatory
Commission publicly mapped out for itself at its last session. Consequently, many of our decisions
are obviously provisional.

Could we not indicate to the Council that we have done as much as we can, and that our
work might have been more successful if it were not that we were labouring under a difficulty ?
The Council, in deciding what to do about our work, would take that into account, and, remembering
our difficulties, would be lenient with us.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur. I was in some doubt as regards this matter of a
conclusion. I thought the best thing to do was to confine myself to the statement you have now
read and, I think, adopted, at any rate in its general lines, and to leave it to the Council to decide
what action should be taken. In any case, I do not think that we need confess to failure. We have
not really failed. The Council never supposed that the Commission would submit a single unani-
mous text; as M. Cobian said, there is a considerable difference between a unanimous text and the
single text we have adopted and which we can submit to the Council. If the Commission agrees
that a conclusion should be attached to the report, I shall probably be able to agree. For the
moment, however, I continue to think that, if there must be a conclusion, it should be more or less
on the optimistic lines suggested by Mr. Cadogan, for I think that the text we have submitted
would be enough to enable the Council to furnish a basis of discussion for the Conference. Either
we should frame no conclusion, thus expressing no opinion of our own to the Council, and leaving
it all freedom to decide what it should do; or we should employ the terms used by Mr. Cadogan
in his last speech.

The CHAIRMAN. - You have listened to three different opinions. We must now decide
whether the Commission is to add a conclusion or to adopt the report submitted to it by the
Rapporteur without any conclusion.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - If the Commission is to decide on this question, we must have a text
containing a conclusion, so that we may choose between the text without any conclusion and the
text with one. The Commission cannot be asked whether it accepts the report without a conclusion
or prefers it with one. The reply to that question must depend upon what that conclusion is.

The CHAIRMAN. - I wished to ascertain the feeling of the Commission. If it desires to accept
the report without any conclusion, as proposed by the Rapporteur, the discussion on this point
is closed. If the Commission wants a conclusion, I propose that the meeting should be adjourned
for a quarter of an hour and that the Rapporteur and a few members of the Commission should
constitute a drafting committee to frame this conclusion.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I agree with M. Guerrero that the report should be submitted
as it has been drafted, without any conclusion. In the first place, technical commissions frequently
submit their reports to the Council without adding any conclusions, leaving it to the Council to
form its own judgment. Secondly, and more important, I do not see how we could agree upon
the drafting of this conclusion. Views on the matter seem to me sharply divided. I have just
heard four speakers tell us that we were agreed upon a text. For my part, I consider that we have
recorded our disagreement upon a single text. No one can say that we are agreed upon the main
question, namely, publicity of State manufactures. This point, which was settled by a very small
majority, only occupies three lines in the report, but those three lines constitute the whole substance
of the question.

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia). - I agree with the view expressed by the Rapporteur,
and I think that the wording proposed by the French delegation is too pessimistic. We were
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entrusted with a task which devolved upon the League of Nations in virtue of Article 8 of the
Covenant. If we have failed - and I do not think we have - public opinion might be unfavour-
ably impressed if our failure was made too evident.

We are prepared to resume our work as soon as certain conditions have changed - that is to
say, as soon as certain work of the Preparatory Commission has yielded positive results. We shall
then be able to take a further step forward.

If necessary, I would accept the wording proposed by the British delegate, but I find the
report sufficiently complete as it stands, for it mentions all the serious difficulties which still exist.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - I agree that a conclusion is unnecessary. The report states the
facts, and the Council is a body of intelligent men with capable military and other experts to assist
them if necessary. I do not think, therefore, that we should add a conclusion, even if it were
possible to agree on one.

M. FROHWEIN (Germany). - I associate myself with the opinions expressed by the previous
speakers, and I think it would be very difficult to agree upon what inferences are to be drawn from
the results of our work. Would it not be better to tell the Council-in the form, possibly, of a
letter-that the Commission considers that its work is concluded, and that the inferences to be
drawn should be determined by the Council in the light of the observations contained in the report
and of the remarks adjoined to the different articles ?

The CHAIRMAN asked the Commission to vote upon the expediency of a conclusion.

Twelve delegations voted against the insertion of a conclusion.
The report was adopted.

10. Declaration by the Japanese delegate.

M. SATO (Japan). - I do not wish to reopen the discussion, but only to explain the attitude
of the Japanese delegation.

With regard to Article 5, everyone knows that we submitted a reservation concerning the
wording adopted for the first two paragraphs by the majority. '

Up to the present, the attitude of the Japanese delegation has been perfectly clear. It accepted
the principle of equality of treatment for private manufacture and State manufacture. That was
a concession on the part of Japan, for she found some difficulty in accepting that principle. In
doing so, it made it a condition that the publicity asked for should not extend beyond publicity in
terms of value. For us, that was an essential condition.

The Commission has now pronounced in favour of a wider measure of publicity, and I must
admit that our delegation finds it exceedingly difficult to accept the Commission's view. I am
therefore obliged to make a reservation in the face of this new situation. I feel I must lose no
time in acquainting the Commission with the present feeling among the Japanese delegation.
For us, publicity for State manufacture is not a simple question. Nearly all Japan's armaments
being manufactured by the State, publicity for these armaments impinges very closely upon the
problem of national defence. Part of this armament manufactured by the State is put into use;
the rest forms what is called stocked material. Accordingly, the very detailed publicity demanded
in respect of all this manufactured material is intimately bound up with the question of national
defence, and that is what prevents us from accepting it.

If we were only dealing with private manufactures serving exclusively commercial purposes,
I should have no great difficulty in accepting that publicity. But, since the same publicity is
demanded for the national armaments, the result, as the French delegation pointed out, is to raise
the whole question of disarmament. The Japanese delegation therefore cannot at present define
its attitude in regard to publicity. If it were only a question of publicity as proposed by them,
that is to say, publicity in conformity with the Sub-Committee's earlier text, we could agree
to it even before the conclusion of a general disarmament Convention, for that was a condition
which could be accepted, even before the solution was found for all the other disarmament problems.
To-day, however, the situation has changed.

It is desired to compel us to give more detailed information than is in our power. This difficulty
led us to give sympathetic ear to the French proposal which, consists in awaiting the results of the
Disarmament Conference.

There is no need for my delegation to explain its attitude at greater length now. In view,
however, of our present difficulty, I desired to acquaint the Commission with Japanese feeling
and to indicate the course which, in my opinion, might be followed.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I must apologise for speaking again, but the statements by our
Japanese and British colleagues seem to me very important. The report, however, will contain
no mention of them. Ought we not to communicate to the Council and possibly to the Assembly,
at the same time as our report, the Minutes of our meetings ? They will contain important
additional material from which to judge the real situation.

The CHAIRMAN. - If it is desired, I will, of course, attach the Minutes to the letter I shall be
forwarding to the Council. Do you wish all the Minutes of the session printed or only those of the
present meeting ?
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M. SATO (Japan). - As we have had so few meetings, I think it would be better to print all
the Minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. - The wish having been expressed all the Minutes will be forwarded to the
Council.

11. Close of the Session.

The CHAIRMAN. - We have now come to the end of our labours. Several of my colleagues
have complained in their speeches of the procedure which has been adopted. I should like to say
that I have always tried to follow the procedure suggested to me by the Commission itself, with
which I considered it rested to take any decision in the matter. I had no wish to take an arbitrary
attitude in this matter. If the Commission is of opinion that mistakes have been made, I am sorry.
I must, however, say that I was particularly anxious that the end of our work should be perfectly
definite, so that the Council may know exactly where we stand. I have not endeavoured to reach
a more or less artificial solution which might have led to difficulties when it came to giving practical
effect to our work. I wanted the Council to be made aware of the difficulties which may arise
when it decides to convene the Conference, since it is with the Council that a decision on this
matter lies.

Does anyone wish to speak concerning the letter I am to forward to the Council or on any
other question ?

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire). - Mr. Chairman. You referred to the fact that one
or two members of the Commission had mentioned procedure. As one of those members, may I say
that by procedure I did not wish to imply in any way that the procedure which you adopted was
open to discussion. It resulted from the confused views of members of the Commission. I think
every member of the Commission will associate themselves with me in thanking you for the
impartial manner in which you have presided over our discussions, and for the friendliness you
have shown to us all.-(Applause.)

M. COBIAN (Spain). - I wish to thank our Chairman, the Rapporteur and the Secretariat
for all the work they have done during the present session.-(Applause.)

The CHAIRMAN. - I am deeply touched by Mr. Cadogan's kind words and for the welcome
given to them by the Commission. It is I who must thank you for having made my task as easy
as you possibly could.

I was proposing to thank the Rapporteur and the Secretary, but M. Cobian has done this and
I will therefore associate myself entirely with what he said. I realise that without these
collaborators we could not have done what we have.

I declare the present session closed.

(The meeting rose at I2.40 p.m.)

ANNEX.
C.F.A./33.

REPORT BY THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS TO THE SPECIAL COMMISSION.

The Committee of Experts appointed by the Special Commission to consider the Belgian
proposal concerning the drafting of Article i of the preliminary draft Convention held a session
at Geneva from March iith to I3th, I929, under the Chairmanship of Vice-Admiral KELLY,
British delegate.

The Committee has the honour to submit the following report to the Commission.

In substance, the effect of the Belgian proposal would be as follows:

I. Disused service arms would remain in Category I so long as they were capable of
military use, whatever the purpose for which they were supposed to be employed.

2. Certain accessory material or component parts which are regarded as non-essential
would be eliminated from the Convention.

3. The classification of automatic pistols and revolvers and of small-arm ammunition
would be modified.

4. The number of headings would be reduced, so as to facilitate agreement with regard
to the organisation of the publicity of manufacture.

The general feeling of the majority of the experts was that the amendments submitted could
not be accepted, though they appreciated the reasons which actuated the Belgian delegation
and its readiness to seek a compromise. Certain delegations, the Polish and Japanese delegations
in particular, expressed the view that the modification of a nomenclature which was drawn up
as the result of lengthy discussions, and had been embodied in a Convention already signed and
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in process of ratification, would only be justifiable by absolutely compelling technical arguments.
The British and Italian delegations stated that they would agree to the Belgian proposal if this
found general acceptance.

The Committee of Experts proceeded to examine the various amendments in detail. The
Committee thinks it worth while to give a brief account of the results of its discussions on the
four essential points set forth above.

I. The Belgian delegation pointed out that the drafting of Section A of Category I made
it possible for Governments to sell their disused service arms to private persons. It will be observed
that arms " which . . . have been but are no longer comprised in . . . the armament
of the armed forces " are only retained in Category I if they are not capable of any use other than
military. Now, rifles, muskets and carbines may always be used for sporting purposes. 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. In order to put
a stop to these operations, the evil consequences of which are obvious, the Belgian delegation
proposes to retain all disused service weapons in Category I so long as they are capable of military
use. The French delegation, believing that the words "capable of military use " may still involve
some ambiguity, proposes that all arms which have been comprised in the armament of the armed
forces should remain in this category. 1

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.

II. The Belgian delegation proposes to include only essential component parts in Section B
of Categories I and II, and the Italian delegation proposes, with the approval of the Belgian
delegation, to add the words " easily recognisable ", the object being to obviate the necessity of
applying a system of licences to manufacturers who only produce parts which are of secondary
importance to the working of the arms or parts difficult to recognise.

This modification was adopted by all the delegations.
For similar reasons, the Belgian delegation proposed, without, however, pressing its point,

to delete from the Convention such subsidiary items as optical instruments and bayonets. The
Italian delegation supported this proposal. The Committee took the view that the drawbacks
mentioned were not sufficiently serious to warrant such a change.

III. (a) As regards automatic pistols and revolvers, the Belgian delegation proposes to
determine whether they are weapons of war or weapons of personal defence, according to whether
they have a graduated sight or have a device for firing from the shoulder. Either of these devices
permits of accurate firing. A distinction based on the calibre or length of the barrel seems to the
Belgian delegation rather difficult to apply in practice, and might lead to argument on the dimen-
sions at which a weapon ceases to be a weapon of defence and becomes a weapon of war.

Other delegations objected that it would be illogical to place in Category I pistols provided
with a device for firing from the shoulder if sporting guns, even if rifled, were to be Category II,
and automatic pistols employed in the armies in Category V. The majority of the experts were
of the opinion that the criterion for determining whether a pistol was a weapon of war should be
the calibre or length of the barrel or these two factors combined. The French delegation considers
that, since 1925, certain Governments appear to have accepted the view that automatic pistols
of a calibre not exceeding 8 millimetres or with a length of barrel not exceeding 9.8 centimetres
were not weapons capable of being practically utilised for war. It therefore proposed to raise
to 8 millimetres the calibre and to 9.8 centimetres the length of barrel of automatic pistols included
in Category II.

Eventually the Committee decided, against the eopinion of the Belgian, Finnish, French,
Italian and Spanish delegations, not to accept the amendment to the text of the preliminary
Draft.

The Committee draws attention to a point which may be of interest from the point of view
of the future interpretation of the Convention. The Belgian delegate pointed out that the term
" automatic revolvers " at present only applies in practice to a single type of these weapons, and
that it might be thought that the Convention had other types of revolvers in view, which might
give rise to difficulties in application.

The British delegation wishes it to be recorded in the report that it is of the opinion that it is
only logical for all revolvers to be included in Category II, and not only automatic or self-loading
revolvers, on the same basis as automatic and self-loading pistols.

The text proposed by the Belgian delegation is as follows:

" Arms, ammunition and implements of war exclusively designed and intended for land, sea or aerial warfare
which are or shall be comprised in the armament of the armed forces of any State or which, if they are no longer
comprised in such armament, are capable of military use."

The text proposed by the French delegation runs 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."
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It suggests the following wording for Heading A, I, of Category II:

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

same, etc., etc."

This proposal was supported by several delegations.

(b) As regards small-arm ammunition, the Belgian delegation proposes to transfer it from

Category I to Category II. It regards it as impossible to make a distinction, based on the nature
of the ammunition, between that which is utilised for weapons of war, such as machine-pistols,
and ammunition for ordinary automatic pistols which are in Category II. Similarly, certain
ammunition for sporting weapons is, both in constitution and even ballistic properties in every

way comparable to those of war ammunition. The only possible solution is therefore to decide,

according to the size of the consignment and its destination, whether the ammunition in question is

intended for sport or war. This, of course, is the regime provided for in respect of Category II
in the Convention. on the Trade in Arms.

Certain delegations objected that these points had already been discussed in detail and that,

in any case, certain infantry ammunition, such as special machine-gun ammunition, could hardly
be excluded from Category I.

The Committee decided by a majority not to accept any amendment on this point.

IV. Lastly, the Belgian delegation proposes to condense the list of objects enumerated,
and thus to reduce the number of items in Category I from twelve to six, so as to facilitate a

compromise as regards the question of publicity. The Italian delegation, in its turn, proposes to

reduce them to five by combining items i and 2 of the Belgian proposal.
Certain delegations, notably those of Germany, the United States and the Netherlands,

considered that it was not for the Committee of Experts either to prejudge the question of methods

of publicity or to make proposals which would diminish the extent of publicity. In this connection,

the French delegation pointed out that it was often illusory to endeavour to secure greater

publicity by multiplying items and subdivisions within items. It was quite possible that certain

component parts of war material might be manufactured in perfect good faith without either the

manufacturer or Government knowing anything about the use it is intended to make of these parts.

Thus, for example, the retention of the present subdivision of No. 5, contrary to the Belgian

proposal, offers no guarantee of better publicity, since the manufacture of the material mentioned

in (d) may in practice escape all supervision.
The majority of the experts, after taking the items of Category I one by one, decided that there

was no occasion to make any changes.

V. The German delegation proposed an amendment to the effect -that " aircraft and aircraft

engines manufactured for the armed forces of the various countries " be added to Category I and

Category IV be omitted. The German delegation considers that, without reopening the question

of the distinction between material for civil aviation and for military aviation, its proposal might

provide a practical solution of a question which has often hampered the progress of the Special
Commission's work.

The Committee first considered whether this question came within its terms of reference.

Although the German delegation considers that its amendment comes within the scope of the
examination of the Belgian proposals, the majority of the Committee was of the contrary opinion,

for the following reasons. At its last session, the Special Commission rejected a proposal by the

Netherlands delegation to convene a Committee of Experts to study the possibility of distinguishing

between civil and military aeroplanes. A proposal by the United States delegation, drafted in

terms very similar to those of the German proposal, was, moreover, mentioned in the report of the

Sub-Committee of the Special Commission. The majority of the Committee of Experts therefore

considered that, if the Special Commission had desired its opinion on this subject, it would have

expressly asked for such an opinion when setting up the Committee, and that, in the absence of

instructions to that effect, it was not within the competence of the Committee to discuss a question

already debated by the Special Commission itself.
The German delegation made a reservation which will be found in the Appendix to this report.

VI. To sum up, the Committee:

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

"B. Essential and easily recognisable parts of the articles covered by A above,

completely finished and 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.
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Appendix.

The German delegation makes a reservation concerning the Committee of Experts' decision
not to discuss the German delegation's proposal to insert in the Convention for the Manufacture
of Arms, etc., " aircraft and aircraft engines manufactured for the armed forces of the various
countries ", on the ground that this question did not come within its terms of reference. The
Belgian proposal, however, also contemplates additions and omissions in the various categories
of the Draft and it explicitly mentions Category IV.

As regards the substance of its proposal, the German delegation maintains its point of view,
namely, that aircraft exclusively designed and intended for war purposes should be inserted in the
Convention including " aircraft and aircraft engines manufactured for the armed forces of the
various countries "

In this way, the necessary clearness and precision on the subject of aircraft for military
purposes would be obtained Furthermore, it must be understood that full publicity regarding
the manufacture of all other kinds of aircraft would be insured outside the scope of the present
Convention, so that, from this point of view also, the position would be clear.

The German delegation considers that, without reopening the question of the technical
distinction between military and civil aviation, its proposal might provide the solution of a question
which has often hampered the Special Commission's work. The German proposal merely aims
at giving the experts an opportunity of clearing the ground by submitting suggestions likely to
facilitate the work of the Special Commission.

4. EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE SECOND MEETING
OFTHE FIFTY-SIXTH SESSION OF THEE COUNCIL.

Held at Geneva on Saturday, August 3Ist, I929, at io a.m.

President: His Highness Mohammed Ali Khan FOROUGHI.

Present: All the representatives of the Members of the Council, and the Secretary-General.

2478. Work of the Special Commission on the Supervision of the Private Manufacture and
Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition and of Implements of War.

M. ANTONIADE read the following report and draft resolution 1:

"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 to the delegates to the Assembly, together with the other
documents forwarded to the Council by the Commission.'"

Mr. DALTON said that the British Government observed with some regret that, in the Special
Commission on the Manufacture of Arms, it had not been possible to obtain unanimity, or even
an approach to unanimity, on a number of the more important problems considered by that
Commission. The British Government realised, however, that the work of the Commission was,
in a certain sense, ancillary to the larger work on disarmament, and expressed the hope that it
would be found possible, by pressing forward the general work of the League of Nations on disar-
mament, to facilitate the achievement of agreed conclusions on the points which were within the
terms of reference of the Special Commission.

1 Document C.4oo.I929.IX.
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M. MASSIGLI associated himself with the conclusions of the British representative. The French

delegation on the Special Commission had stated (and had secured the inclusion of its statement

in the report) that, in its opinion, the difficulties encountered were definitely due to the close

connection which existed between the work of the Special Commission and that of the Preparatory
Disarmament Commission. That work might perhaps have been conceived otherwise ; but, in

view of the way in which the Commission had understood its task, the connection referred to
existed. In these circumstances, since it was the Council's desire that a real step forward should

be taken in this serious question of the supervision of the manufacture of arms, all the Members

of the Council were bound to hope, as Mr. Dalton had said, that thegwork of the Preparatory
Disarmament Commission, to which that of the Special Commission was an indispensable corollary,
would make rapid progress.

M. SCIALOJA observed that a wide divergence of opinion had been shown in the Commission
with regard to the question of publication of the manufacture of arms, ammunition and war

material. Not only had there been two contrary opinions, but, even among those who held the

same opinion, divergencies with regard to methods had arisen. The Italian representative,

with many sais other representatives of very important countries, had made certain reservations

on this point. He had said that the question could not be settled by the Special Commission,

since it formed part of a more general question, namely, that which was the subject of the investi-

gations ofor the Preparatory Commission for te Disarmament Conference. M. Scialoja was not

sure whether terhe decision which it was proposed to take indicated quite clearly that the reservations

should accompany the report of the Special Commission. He considered that the Council should

leave the Preparatory Commission completely free to come to more general conclusions, of which

the conclusions reached by the Special Commission would, of course, be only a consequence.

M. SATO associated himself with the observation made by the British representative, and

supported by the French representative. He wished merely to draw attention to that part of

the report in which it was stated that serious divergencies of view were still held in regard to

the actual substance of the problem. In view of these circumstances, the Council should, he

thought, weigh and evaluate these divergencies at their true value. One thing was certain, or

practically certain, to M. Sato's mind, namely, that it was still too early to undertake the

convocation of a Conference for the conclusion of the convention in question, and that it would be

necessary to wait until the result of the Preparatory Commission's work was known.

Count BERNSTORFF wished merely to say that, having been President of the Special

Commission, he thought it right to stress the fact that, if the Council entered, at the present

moment, on a discussion of the subject itself, it would almost certainly be involved in a very long

debate, since the discussion on the same subject in the Special Commission had lasted several

years, and the matter had hardly progressed beyond the stage at which it had been three years

previously. For that reason, he did not propose to go into the substance of the question.

He wished merely to remind the Council that it had been said in the Commission, and it was

probably the opinion of the majority, that the Special Commission had been entrusted by the

Council with a task from which it could not withdraw merely because the question of the publicity

of war material was being considered by the Preparatory Commission. It had also been pointed

out that there was a material inter-relation between the Convention for the Manufacture of Arms

and that for the Traffic in Arms, whereas the connection existing between the work of the

Preparatory Commission and that of the Special Commission was rather superficial.

Count Bernstorff had merely wished to remind the Council that a number of difficulties of

this kind had occurred, and he thought it would be preferable to leave the discussion of this question

to the Third Committee of the Assembly.

M. ANTONIADE thought that all Members of the Council would agree in sharing, on the one

hand, the regrets and, on the other hand, the hopes that had been expressed by the British repie-

sentative. In view of the important statements made by the French, Italian, German and

Japanese representatives, he proposed the addition of the following phrase at the end of his

original draft resolution:

and the Minutes of the present meeting of the Council. "

The draft resolution, with the addition of the above amendment, was adopted.


