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much whether such limitation is acceptable as whether it is practicable, I venture to submit
a few technical comments from the German delegation as a contribution to.the discussion.

The German delegation is of the opinion that, if the naval armaments of a country are
to be limited, it is not sufficient to confine limitation to floating material. This view was
expressed in Sub-Commission A by a number of delegations. If limitation did not include
naval personnel, a country might be able to keep up an unlimited naval force in time of peace,
in the form of marines, coastal artillery regiments, expeditionary forces, coastal defence
regiments, etc. Moreover, given an unlimited marine personnel, a country would be able
not only to equip, in time of peace, the full aggregate tonnage allotted to it, but further, as
soon as war broke out, to man with "militarily" trained personnel all the auxiliary cruisers
at its disposal, as well as small auxiliary craft. It should be noted that a country whose industry
is highly developed can build a considerable number of submarines within three months,
provided that the necessary preparations have been made in time of peace, whereas submarine
crews would need at least a year's training.

Hence a country whose naval personnel was not limited would also be able to add
considerably to its tonnage on the outbreak of war, provided that the necessary personnel
were trained and ready in time of peace. The German delegation is fully aware that the
limitation of floating material - that is, tonnage - constitutes the principal factor in the
limitation of naval armaments. At the same time, every country needs a certain number
of. men in order to maintain in commission the tonnage allotted to it. The German delegation
therefore supports the view expressed by the delegate for Sweden in his speech on March 24th,
when he urged that the limitation of naval personnel should be on the basis of a fixed ratio
as between effectives and tonnage. Since, however, in many countries naval personnel is
employed not only to man vessels but also for various other duties, such as coastal defence,
semaphore service, administration and duty on land, every country should be allowed at the
Conference to claim supplementary effectives in excess of the numbers allotted on the regular
personnel-tonnage ratio basis.

A country faced with special difficulties arising out of its climate and geographical
situation would, of course, be entitled on these grounds to claim a personnel in excess of the
numbers fixed on the ratio basis.

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). - I must apologise for rising again,
but I think I have reason for believing that there may be no irreconciliable differences between
the points of view of the French and American delegations. If I understand M. Paul-Boncour
correctly, he is above all concerned to have some provision which will render impossible any
wholesale deception by concealing under the cloak of unlimited naval personnel effectives
which are really intended for use on land. I think we are in complete agreement on this
point; but do not we meet this difficulty by providing full publicity for numbers of naval
effectives ? Once we have these numbers fully published, any Government could determine
from the figures any such contemplated deception, because it is very clear, once you know the
composition of the navy, what effectives are really necessary for its legitimate use for manning
the combatant units. If the number of naval effectives is unduly large, it will be evident that they
are intended for other purposes. But how do we detect this ? We come right back to the question
of ships. It is only on the basis of the actual fleets taken ship by ship that we can determine
whether or not the personnel is excessive. It seems to me that this is the best possible evidence
that ships are, after all, the most accurate test and the final test. Indeed, I do not see how
you could estimate whether your effectives are or are not excessive until you know just what
the composition of a given navy is and take it ship by ship. For instance, you cannot take
so many hundred thousand tons and estimate how many men are necessary for it. You
have got to take so many battleships, so many cruisers, so many destroyers, and so many
submarines, because there is an entirely different ratio necessary for the manning of these
different ships. As I understand it, for a battleship you need one man for approximately
twenty-five tons. On a destroyer it is entirely different - you need about one man for every
ten tons; and on a submarine you need one man to approximately every twelve tons. So
that, in order to estimate what the legitimate needs of a navy are, you must have the ship-
for-ship estimate of the fleet. But, after all, it seems to me that the thing M. Paul-Boncour
is getting at is one that we all want to achieve, and that is to find out whether or not there
is any wholesale intended deception. I think, perhaps, on the basis of publicity, we reach that.

M. SATO (Japan). - I see no objection to postponing the discussion of this matter until
Lord Cecil has received instructions from his Government. Indeed, it would be impossible
to continue the debate to any purpose so long as the representative of the British Empire
is not in a position to state his point of view. But, before postponing our discussion, I should
like to add a few words to the statement I made this morning. I am not going to offer any
concrete suggestions, but simply desire to place before you certain considerations which I
would ask you to be good enough to note.

If the French proposal were to be adopted, we should have to limit naval effectives, and
the result would be as follows: the Governments would send representatives to the Conference
and state what effectives they require for their navies, at the same time giving the grounds
for their claims. The latter would be based on the full strength of all their vessels-of-war.
I wonder whether the figures would be below those of the present effectives. Personally,
I think they would be above.
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The number of naval effectives is necessarily limited. Page I6 of Sub-Commission A's
report contains the following passage:

"Naval armaments include units the nature of which is clearly defined and the value
of which diminishes with time.

"They employ a small personnel a portion of which is highly specialised."

In my opinion, naval personnel, then, is necessarily limited. It includes the following
elements:

(I) Naval crews properly so called;
(2) Crews replacing the latter when temporarily ashore (either for convenience in

housing or for training);
(3) Personnel for the upkeep of naval material;
(4) Administration staff and high command.

The numbers of all these categories are very limited, and only in exceptional cases would
there be a more or less considerable surplus.

In the course of his statement this morning, M. Paul-Boncour quoted a case, during the
last war, of naval effectives being employed for land operations. This is quite conceivable,
but it seems to me that the troops in question were probably not regulars but naval reserves.
It would be impossible, in my opinion, to maintain any considerable surplus in peace-time
to be used on the land front immediately upon the outbreak of war. I should add, however,
that a country can use its naval effectives on the land front in exceptional cases. I cannot
quote examples from the last war, for I am neither a specialist nor a member of the forces,
but I can tell you what happened during the Russo-Japanese War. At the siege of Port
Arthur the imperious necessities of the situation obliged us to employ naval formations in
order to bombard the well-guarded forts. Such cases might recur and I, for.my part, could
not undertake not to employ naval effectives for land warfare.

This was in the time of war. We now have to deal with the limitation of naval armaments
in peace-time, not under war conditions.

Finally, allow me to say that I do not know whether in any country naval formations
exist which could be organised in peace-time with a view to land operations. Such formations
do not, at all events, exist in Japan.

But, assuming the existence of such formations, so highly developed as to constitute a
menace to a neighbouring country, a State which considered its security threatened would be
justified in taking this circumstance into account and guarding against the danger by
increasing its effectives with the land forces. I wonder whether such a possibility need be
contemplated. Assuming the possibility of such a case, the country threatened would be
entitled to lay before the Conference the scheme which it regards as necessary to meet this
danger. I do not know whether, in the present state of affairs, such a solution could be contem-
plated. But, in any case, I think that a country would be quite justified in these circumstances
in submitting to the Conference a scheme designed to re-establish some measure of equality.

Mr. Gibson said just now that it was desirable to publish the number of naval effectives.
I am of the same opinion, and I think, further, that annual statements might be furnished
showing the number of naval effectives ashore. If these were such as to constitute a menace
to any country, it would obviously be necessary to allow for this fact, but, if provision is made
for annual statements of these effectives, the danger might be averted in advance.

Finally, I should like to say that I quoted the siege of Port Arthur simply in order to
make my meaning clear. I hope my reference will not be taken to mean that Japan is
contemplating a war of aggression.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - I do no think that the delegate of the United States
has quite appreciated my argument in support of the limitation of naval personnel.

I do not think that the question of fraud or deception arises. There is no deception
when infantry and artillery employed for coastal defence are included in naval effectives.
The same applies to landing-parties. For great naval Powers landing-parties constitute one
of the principal means of brininng a war to a successful conclusion and imposing their will
on the enemy.

To quote an example from military history, I might mention the Vikings, who would
undoubtedly have been justified in treating as naval effectives the troops with which they
invaded a large part of Europe.

Thus, I do not think that there can be said to be any deception if naval effectives include
a large number of troops intended for service ashore. At most, one could say that the limitation
of land effectives would become inoperative.

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). I must thank the honourable
delegate for the Netherlands for calling my attention to my omission to discuss that phase
of the question. I had not overlooked it, but I had obviously confined myself to one small
part of the problem, the sort of entirely legitimate force which will be required
for full publicity. I was merely trying to focus our attention on one small phase of the
problem.
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The PRESIDENT. - This discussion cannot lead to any definite result since Lord Cecil,in the absence of instructions from his Government, cannot give us his opinion. I propose
that the discussion be adjourned.

May I ask General de Marinis to let us have the text of his proposal, in order that thediscussion may be resumed in a day or two.
The examination of Point I was adjourned.

48. Examination of the Synoptic Analysis. Naval Armaments. Point 2.
The High Contracting Parties agree to limit to the figures laid down in Annex 

British draft. French draft.
the number and tonnage of all the ships . the sum of the individual tonnage of allin each class. vesselscapable of being employed as combatant units

and regarded as vessels of war within the meaning
of the present Treaty; each of the Contracting
Powers shall be free to distribute and allocate
this total tonnage as may be best for the purposes
of security and the defence of its national interests.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I desire to offer a few observations in explanationof the system of naval limitation which the British Government has put forward. I remember
that, when I had the honour of addressing this Commission on a military question -on thelimitation of military effectives - I explained that this was a matter which did not directlyaffect us, since our security was not bound up primarily with the strength of our land army.But of course, when you come to deal with naval questions, the matter is entirely different andthere I cannot pretend to be disinterested in the matter. The whole existence of the BritishEmpire depends upon the security of its communications and the freedom of its commerce,and those two considerations, apart from others, make it obvious that any question of fleet
limitation is a matter of the highest possible importance to us, and when we try to put inforce, as a Member of the League of Nations, the obligations to put forward schemes for thereduction of our naval armaments to the lowest possible consistent with national safety,
we have, of course, to consider very carefully any propositions which deal with the limitationand reduction of the fleet. The object of these limitations and the object of our whole proceed-ings here is to seek to reduce the danger of a sudden aggression. That is the first and chiefobject, but we also seek to reduce the burden of the competition and the danger ofthe competition of armaments, and those objects are just as true with regard to reduction ofnavies as of armies. In both cases, we must keep before our minds those objects, the reductionof the power of sudden aggression and the reduction of the burden of the competition of arma-ments. In approaching this subject, we have to consider what is the best and most effectivemethod by which this object can be achieved as far as the navy is concerned. Now, I observethat, in the discussion of this subject, and in the proposals that are before this Commission,
there is, as on many other subjects in connection with the limitation and reduction ofarmaments, a very large measure of agreement. To begin with, we are all agreed that byfar the most important method of limitation of fleets is the limitation of tonnage of the actualships. There we are all agreed. Judging by the two schemes before this Commission, weare further agreed that, to some extent, the calibre of the large guns on these ships should belimited - that that is an essential element in the strength of the fleet. I am not sure whether
we are agreed as to the limitation of the calibre of torpedoes, but it would seem that thatis not an unfair deduction from the proposition that the guns ought to be limited. Further,
we are agreed, in principle at any rate, that the size of individual ships should be limited,
because even in the scheme put forward by the French Government there is a limitation
both of the largest gun and of the largest ship, and in the scheme put forward by the British
Government there is, of course, a much more drastic and complete limitation in both of thosematters. But there is one point on which there is apparently at present a difference of opinion.The British scheme provides for the limitation of the number of war-ships. The French scheme
does not, and yet, to our mind, the limitation of numbers is of the very greatest importance.
Just as we thought that the limitation of numbers of aircraft was also of very great importance,
so we are very clearly of opinion that you cannot get a satisfactory limitation of fleets unlessyou also take into consideration the question of numbers, and I think anyone will see that ina moment if they consider the point. Conceive the extreme case, which will illustrate what
I mean, of two fleets, one consisting of one very large battleship and the other of ten much
smaller craft. It is quite clear that the battleship could not resist an attack by the ten small
craft in all directions. They could evidently be in a great number of places, whereas the
battleship could only be in one; therefore, there would be no parity of force between the
two.

That is an extreme case, but it is equally true right through. Anyone who studies,I venture to say, any naval war of the past will agree that numbers is an essential element 
not the only element, but an essential element - in the strength of a fleet, and this is parti-cularly true from the point of view of one aspect of naval aggression -- namely, aggression onthe sea-borne commerce of a country. Evidently there numbers are of immense importance.
A single war-ship of a small size would be able to destroy an immense number of merchant-vessels, and therefore the number of smaller war-ships might be of vital importance to a
country whose very existence depends upon being able to maintain its overseas supplies. Wecannot, therefore, accept a system which disregards numbers altogether, such as the total-
tonnage system, and we have a further difficulty about accepting it in that in practice it
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gives no limit either to the size of ships or to the calibre of the guns. It is quite true there is
the one superior limit - the largest ships should not exceed a certain size. I will take the
size recognised in the Washington Convention - 35,000 tons. Say that no ship is to be more
than 35,000 tons or to have guns of more than I6 inches in calibre; it is evident that a limit
merely of that kind is practically no limit at all, because the largest guns that are manufactured
are i6-inch guns, and if you merely limit to that extent you are not limiting in any practical
degree. It is probably true - though I speak under correction from the naval experts present
- that there is no great practical object in increasing the size of ships to more than 35,000
tons, and therefore a superior limit of that kind is evidently no limit at all; particularly
is it no limit for those countries which do not think it necessary to have ships and guns of that
size. They are left absolutely free, without any limit at all, to have any kind of gun and any
kind of ship they like. That seems to us to leave the matter too much at large, and we feel
that it is quite essential that, in the first place, there should be some effective limitation of
numbers, and, in the second place, that there should be an effective limitation both of the size
of ships and of the size of guns.

If it is assumed that it is desirable to limit the numbers of the fleet - and I think it very
largely turns on the question of the limitation of numbers - I do not think that a mere
limitation of the total number would be a satisfactory solution, and it would be a very
difficult thing to do. Either you would put a very large figure, in which case the limitation
would not have any particular object (that is to say, you would say so many hundred thousand
tons and take the largest figure into which those tons could be divided, including a fleet of
ships of not more than I,ooo tons), or if you take a smaller figure I think it would be very
obscure; you would not obtain any very great information from it and it is possible that,
in working it out, it would not be found to be a very fair or just system.

That brings me to the conclusion which the British Government hold very strongly-
that the only fair system, the only efficient and clear system is to have in some form or another
a limitation by classes, including, that is to say, the obvious limitation of the well-known
descriptions of ships. I think there are some eight or nine which are perfectly well under-
stood by all naval authorities, which are used in every book of naval statistics that is printed,
whether they be publications by the League authorities, by Government authorities or by
private statisticians. I will read a list of these descriptions battleships, cruisers, aircraft-
carriers, destroyers, torpedo-boats, submarines, sloops, mine-sweepers and river gunboats.
I think that includes the classes to be found in all textbooks dealing with the subject, and the
British proposition is that you should have your fleet divided into these classes and that each
of the classes should be limited by numbers and by the size of the ships and of the guns which
those ships can carry. That does not give complete information (to give complete information
you would have to limit every single ship, and that would be administratively and practically
impossible), but it does give you a very complete picture of the size and effectiveness of
the fleets which are so limited. There cannot be any great variation or such variation as will
produce the element of surprise of one fleet for another, because the really important thing
is to give to each State full information - as full information as possible with due regard to
what is administratively practicable -- of the kind of fleets which it has to take into consider-
ation when it complies with the provision of Article 8 of the Covenant of reducing its armaments
to the lowest point consistent with its national security. If it is to carry that out practically,
it must know what kind of fleets can be brought against it in the dire event of war. That is
the essential fact that it must know, otherwise it is not really able to make preparation for its
own security, nor is it able to avoid the great evil of competition, because, unless there is a
fair amount of certainty about the fleets you have to meet, you are bound to reintroduce
competition. It may not be absolutely free competition, but competition in quality and design
of a very serious and dangerous character.

I want to correct one misapprehension which appears to me to have underlain a good deal
of the discussion which took place in Sub-Commission A. It seems to have been assumed that,
if you limit by classes, that means that you are to have the same proportion in each class,
i.e., that if you have one Power which has a proportion of five battleships to one, you are to
have the same proportion in every other class. That is quite untrue and is not involved in
this system at all. On the contrary, there would be full liberty for the final Conference to
take into consideration the requirements of each country and to allot to it quite different pro-
portions in the different classes. Indeed, I think it would be a very reasonable contention for
countries to put forward that, if their security did not require them to have battleships, for
instance, that would give them all the greater claim to a larger proportion of numbers of
cruisers and smaller vessels. But it does largely eliminate the element of surprise, and that
is the important point. It is no longer a matter of anxiety to the naval advisers of the various
countries as to what there is on the sea already which they may conceivably have to meet.
Unless they know that they are bound to make provision for every conceivable combination
that you can imagine, and in that case it means within the limits of the total tonnage (which
is so wide and vague as to be almost equivalent to no limit at all), you are bound to have
a recrudescence of naval competition.

That really is the broad case which the British Government put forward on behalf of
their conception of naval limitation. I said that there were two objects of our proceedings --
one was to prevent aggression and the other to prevent competition. There is, of course, a
third object, which is to promote that feeling of security without which peace can never be
established, and without which we cannot hope for further advances. I hope, whatever the
consequences of our labours on this occasion may be, that further advances towards a more
complete system of reduction and limitation of armaments will be possible, and, if you are
to promote a system of security, you really must get rid of the conception of surprise as one
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of the legitimate elements in war-like preparations. I am quite aware that we have got
a long way to go; I am quite aware that there is in many countries a kind of worship of this
fetish of secrecy, which personally I deplore to the utmost. T would like to sweep it away,
to have the whole thing open and public, and I believe, if you could do that and nothing else,
you would have taken perhaps the greatest step towards universal disarmament that you can
take. I am all for that, and I recognise the great wisdom of the last paragraph of Article 8
of the Covenant, which provides for a full exchange of information. Alas, it has been very
far from fulfilled as yet amongst the nations which are Members of the League. But this, at
any rate, is an issue definitely laid before the Commission. Are you in this matter prepared,
at any rate, to take a step towards openness and publicity and the absence of secrecy and
surprise ? That is the main case I desire to put before you, and the proposal made by the
British Government is clear and has been proved in actual practice to be practicable. It avoids
secrecy, it limits competition, it gives to the nations of the world a clear view of the armaments
of their neighbours and of the other countries, and I cannot conceal from you the fact that the
British Government attaches the greatest possible importance to the adoption of a system of
this kind for the limitation of naval armaments.

The Commission rose at I.IO p.m.

NINETEENTH PUBLIC MEETING.

Held at Geneva on Tuesday, April 5th, 1927, at 4 p.m.

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands).

49. Examination of the Synoptic Analysis. Naval Armaments. Point 2 (continued).

M. YOVANOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - Since my country
also is interested in the question of the limitation of naval armaments, and having regard to
the interdependence between different types of armament, I should like to explain my
Government's attitude.

During the general discussion I stated briefly that the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation
is of opinion that the best method of limiting naval forces is the method of limitation by total
tonnage.

Apart from the arguments which have already been adduced in support of that method
during the general discussion and in Sub-Commission A, I desire, as the representative of
a young sea Power which has only had a coast-line since the end of the last war, to point out
the advantages which this method of limitation offers to such countries as mine.

These countries are unable at the moment to define their programme of naval defence,
and they cannot yet be sure what means they will adopt to defend their maritime frontiers.
Their naval defence depends on the development of economic factors, and their naval defensive
programme depends on the length of their coastal lines of communication, the selection and
development of commercial harbours, the organisation of industries, and so forth; and the
method of limitation by total tonnage is the very method which will enable such countries
to distribute their total tonnage among units best suited to their purpose and best adapted to meet
the needs of national defence. A further reason lies in the financial capacities of these young
countries, which certainly will not have sufficient funds to build large units, and will have to
restrict their shipbuilding to vessels of small tonnage, clearly intended for defence - this
being in harmony with the general peace policy of my country.

I have studied with great interest the arguments adduced by the advocates of limitation
by classes; but, having in view the interests of our national defence and our special position,
I find myself unable to agree with them. Such countries as mine would be most unfairly
treated if a limitation by classes were imposed upon them which would allow them by way
of compensation the empty privilege of possessing certain ships of large tonnage which in
point of fact they could never dream of building.

I should like, however, to deal with one point raised by Lord Cecil, by which I was very
much struck. Lord Cecil expressed the fear that limitation of total tonnage might involve
an element of surprise, and n some sense lead to a fresh competition in armaments. I think
that this fear could be readily dispelled if the future high contracting parties were obliged to
state the exact number and types of ships which they possess within the limits of their total
tonnage allotment. For the Members of the League there is a definite obligation under
Article 8 of the Covenant, which states that: "the Members of the League undertake to inter-
change full and frank information as to the scale of their armaments, their military, naval
and air programmes, and the condition of such of their industries as are adaptable to war-like
purposes".

To show the unequal results which might be produced by the adoption of total tonnage
as a standard of limitation, Lord Cecil gave us an example. He said that if we had, on the
one hand, one large ship and, on the other, ten small ships amounting to the same tonnage,
then those ten small ships would have an advantage over the one large ship. In my opinion,
this shows that the method of limitation by total tonnage has a certain elasticity which
enables the parties to select the ships most suitable for their defensive needs. Moreover, it
cannot be denied that the large ship will have a definite advantage owing to the long range
of its guns and its radius of action.
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The outcome of all this is that some countries will elect to build large ships, while others,
such as my own, will prefer to build small ships, because the only point with which my country
is concerned is its own security and defence.

M. PEREZ (Argentine). - The Argentine delegation has the honour to state that it
accepts, with regard to the reduction and limitation of naval material, the definite views of
its experts. It considers, therefore, that reduction and limitation can best be effected by the
system of limitation of tonnage by classes. It agrees in this respect with the views put forward
in Sub-Commission A by the experts of Great Britain, the United States, Japan and Chile.

The Argentine delegation will be very glad to submit for the consideration of its Govern-
ment any compromise text by which its views could be reconciled with the views of those
delegations who consider that the total-tonnage method would be the simplest means of
securing the desired result.

M. COMNtNE (Roumania). - I should like to thank Lord Cecil for bringing back into the
discussion this idea of security, which has so far, it seems to me, been somewhat lost to sight.

It is not without deep anxiety that I venture to place before this Commission the special
position of certain countries which have only quite recently obtained access to the sea, and
which, owing to the vicissitudes of their history and to their financial circumstances, have
not yet been able to make provision against a possible attack by sea. For such countries,
any talk of reducing naval armaments might seem somewhat ironical; since their naval arma-
ments are very small, it would amount to reducing something which is already equivalent
to nil.

These countries are at the present moment preparing a minimum programme of naval
armaments for the sole purpose - I would emphasise the word "sole" - of guaranteeing their
security. The most that could be done in a spirit of compromise would be to suggest that they
should submit to a limitation of total tonnage. You could not possibly go further, because
- to be perfectly frank - if you did you would be more or less asking them to be kind enough
to commit suicide.

Our experts have already explained our attitude in Sub-Commission A. After careful
consideration, we have concluded that the only standard which would be acceptable is the
total-tonnage method: first, because it is easy to define; secondly, because it enables the
figures for different countries to be compared; and thirdly, because in our opinion it is simple,
practical and equitable.

I would add that the method of limitation by total tonnage seems to us to allow of greater
elasticity from our point of view. It would enable us to secure the minimum naval forces
which are indispensable for our safety as we require them, as our financial position allows,
and as shipping prices in the great countries where war-ships are built happen to be most
advantageous.

In conclusion, gentlemen, I trust that the special position of certain countries, which
I have just outlined, will receive your attention, and that no decision will be taken which would
put us in the painful position of being unable, when a Convention came to be signed, to accept
texts which did not harmonise with our interests.

M. ERICH (Finland). - I should like to explain briefly the view of the Finnish delegation
with regard to the question of the limitation of the number and tonnage of war-ships.

In view of the special position of my country, which can only gradually form that
nucleus of naval forces which is absolutely essential for its security, I shall base my argument
not on the special interests of any one country but on the general interest of the .States Members
of the League, all of which will profit by the advantages of any limitation and reduction of
armaments.

It is clear from the report of Sub-Commission A that only by appreciable concessions
will the Preparatory Commission be able to overcome the differences which still subsist
between different opinions and methods. Compromise is the only way to succeed. We are
faced with one of the numerous questions in which important political interests are at stake,
and in which compromise is highly desirable and, indeed, essential. I feel sure that the
principal Powers will see the problem in the same light.

The limitation of naval armaments as regards the number and tonnage of vessels involves
an important point which, being essentially political, was not dealt with by Sub-Commission A.
I refer to the naval measures which would be taken under the Covenant if common action in
the widest sense of the term were required, having regard to various degrees and ways in
which such action could be taken under the Covenant.

It should be pointed out that Article 8 of the Covenant, by laying stress on the minimum
with regard to armaments, raises not merely the question of national security but also that
of the discharge of international obligations which would be imposed upon the States Members
if common action were required. Now, it will be generally agreed that, in accordance with
this rule, the naval forces placed at the disposal of the League would from the essential basis
of any common action taken as contemplated by the Covenant. It will be remembered that
the report of the Committee known as the Committee of Three, which deals with Article II
of the Covenant and has been adopted by the Council, recommends naval demonstrations
as one of the measures of warning to be taken against recalcitrant States.

The importance of naval forces as a means for taking common action will be perfectly
clear in the case of a Member of the League of Nations resorting to war under the conditions



- 167 -

laid down in Article I6 of the Covenant, or of a non-Member resorting to war against a Member
in the case contemplated under Article 17. The carrying out of a blockade and the safe-
guarding of maritime routes and communications would be the work for which effective naval
forces would be required. An important point in this connection is that the right of passage
through the territory of a State Member which is not strictly concerned in hostilities, though
undoubtedly recognised by the Covenant, is, as a matter of practical politics, the subject of
differences of opinion, and might lead to serious difficulties; on the other hand, granted the
principle of freedom of the seas, assistance and intervention undertaken by means of naval
forces would not be to the same extent subject to the vicissitudes of chance and accident.

It is, of course, clearly understood that the interests of small countries demand
the reduction of naval armaments as well as of other armaments. In the matter of naval
forces in particular, which are extremely costly and are constantly being influenced by technical
progress, these countries are generally quite unable to compete with the larger Powers, and
this circumstance is calculated to aggravate the existing political and military inequality.
Notwithstanding these important reasons, however, we should bear in mind the necessity
of maintaining naval forces sufficient for the discharge, if required, of the obligations which are
imposed by the Covenant. It is obvious that a naval demonstration in accordance with
Article ii of the Covenant, if it is to be effective - and, a fortiori, the application of the
main sanctions of Article i6 - requires the employment of considerable naval forces such as
only the great naval Powers can maintain.

While examining the technical views advanced by Sub-Commission A by which the best
results in this direction can be obtained, the Preparatory Commission should take account
of the special political and practical considerations which cannot be ignored in this connection,
and which lead the small States, however fully convinced they may be of the necessity of
reducing armaments, to consider the serious problem of naval armaments quite frankly
and without prejudice.

M. SATO (Japan). - For the moment, I propose merely to lay before the Commission
my Government's views as to the method of limiting war material. I have nothing new to
say, for my Government upholds the views expressed by the Japanese experts in Sub-Com-
mission A.

I should like, however, to outline briefly the technical, economic and political arguments
on which our opinion is based.

I will begin with the French draft. That draft does not even draw a distinction between
surface ships and submarines, which, from a military point of view, should be clearly distin-
guished. There is another disadvantage from the military point of view: aircraft-carriers
are designed to carry aircraft and to be used as bases for air operations; if, therefore, a clear
distinction were not made in the case of this class of ships, it would be impossible accurately
to gauge the extent of the limitation undertaken in the air forces attached to the navy and
distributed among its various branches. There would be a gain in clearness if a distinction
were established between different classes of ships.

Furthermore, the cost per ton of constructing submarines is about double that of construc-
ting surface ships. To deal in the same manner with ships of these two classes, which are so
different, does not seem to us a very practical method from the economic point of view.

-Finally, this system would allow of too much latitude in the distribution of tonnage,
and would consequently lead to considerable instability, even during the currency of the
Convention, as regards the naval forces of each contracting State.

From the political point of view, this system, by thus giving rise to a feeling of instability,
would run counter to the purpose we have in view, which is to create a feeling of security
throughout the world.

I will now turn to the British draft, with which, as everybody is aware, we are not agreed
on all points. There is in particular one important point emphasised by Lord Cecil this
morning to which we cannot agree. The British draft provides for limitation not only of
the tonnage of ships by classes and by units but also of the total number of ships in each class.
If the aim of the British draft is to arrive at a standardisation of all war-ships, it would be
going too far in the direction of limitation, because it would not make sufficient allowance
for the differences in the various navies. Furthermore, once the total tonnage of each unit
is limited by classes, we necessarily arrive at a limitation of the number of ships.

Lastly, I would add that, if a country wished to increase the number of its ships, it could
only do so at the expense of the power of each ship.

I say again that there is nothing new in these arguments; I am only putting them
forward in a spirit of conciliation. Our method would be to base reduction on a limitation
of the total tonnage of each class and a limitation of the maximum unit tonnage in each class,
leaving every country free to decide how many ships it would have in each class.

The Japanese delegation adheres to the view it expressed in Sub-Commission A, but
is willing to give sympathetic consideration to any proposals which may be put forward
in the hope of achieving a compromise.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - The Netherlands delegation listened with great interest
to Lord Cecil's speech this morning on the limitation of naval material, and was greatly
impressed by his remarks.

I am bound to say, however, that, to our regret, we cannot accept his arguments in
support of the method of limitation by classes.
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The Netherlands delegation continues to advocate limitation by total tonnage, which it
regards as admirably calculated to achieve the pacific object in view.

In the words of the report of Sub-Commission A, this method, by limiting the ensemble
of war-ships which enter into the composition of fleets, prevents the possibility of their
increase, and thereby any competition in armaments. Moreover, it avoids naval competition
since it fixes for each country a maximum fighting value corresponding to the best distribution
of its tonnage from the point of view of number and type of vessels, and with due regard to its
special conditions.

It is quite true that there will still be a certain degree of competition within the limit of
total tonnage. That applies to any form of limitation; for it is a competition the aim of
which is to achieve the highest military efficiency possible according to the special circumstances
of each country. This competition would, however, be reduced to a minimum by the method
of limitation of total tonnage.

The Netherlands delegation has serious objections to the method of limitation by classes.
In its view, the total-tonnage method has the advantage of adaptability to new needs, which
is not true of the method of limitation by classes.

If we support the total-tonnage method, it is not because we wish to pursue a policy
of secrecy. We do not think that this method would in any way lessen the possibility of
publicity, and our delegation at least would agree to any proposal in that direction. We fear
that the method of limitation by classes, on the other hand might allow of a certain element of
surprise - a matter which we perhaps regard from a somewhat different point of view from
Lord Cecil's. We consider that any element of surprise there may be is most likely to arise
from technical progress and consequent developments in naval strategy. It is possible that,
owing to such developments in naval strategy, certain classes of ships might become less
useful for defensive purposes. Suppose a country, having accepted limitation by classes,
claims only ships of certain classes, and only a minimum of tonnage in those classes. If,
owing to modern technical progress, one of these classes were to lose a great part of its value,
the position of that country from the point of view of defence would be considerably impaired.
May I refer once more to the report of Sub-Commission A ? It states that limitation by total
tonnage has the advantage of being suited to the conditions of security of all countries, since
it allows that to replace the tonnage of their obsolete units by units corresponding to the
requirements of security at the time, each State reserving the right, if it desires, to postpone
its own new construction until it knows the direction taken by new construction in other
countries - in other words, to adapt itself to the development of technical progress.

In the column devoted to the criticism of the advantages, it is stated that this circumstance
may favour the country that waits. I think there is some truth in this; but can we say that
it is a disadvantage, from the point of view of the limitation of armaments, to give an advantage
to a country which waits to replace its units ? I think that there would be a disadvantage
in adopting a method which would place in a better position a country which hastened to
replace its obsolete units.

I should like to add that, from the point of view of the limitation and reduction of
armaments, we may expect more satisfactory results from the total-tonnage method than
from the method of limitation by classes. In view of the uncertainty of future technical
developments and developments in naval strategy, countries could only be induced to accept
limitation by classes on condition that any such limitation left within each class a certain
margin over and above the tonnage recognised at the time as indispensable. Consequently,
by that method, the total tonnage - that is, the sum of the total tonnages in the various
classes - would be in excess of the total tonnage that would be arrived at by the total-tonnage
method, which latter method allows the tonnage to be distributed among the different classes
in accordance with any needs that may arise.

The Netherlands delegation considers that the method of limitation by total tonnage
is applicable to all navies, large or small. If certain groups of countries possessing navies
which are more or less alike, and being placed in similar strategic, economic and political
positions, wish to extend limitation to the different classes of which their fleets are composed,
we are prepared to admit that, in such special cases, that system may give fair results. But
even in such special cases none of the Powers concerned is prevented from adopting the total-
tonnage method as a generally applicable rule. We have no objection to the limitation of the
tonnage of individual units of the same type; but it may be.better to hold this question over
until we come to discuss Point 3 of the Synoptic Analysis.

I have one observation to make on the text of the French draft. This draft provides
for the limitation of ships which fulfil two conditions: first, that they shall be capable of
employment as competent units, and, secondly, that they are regarded as "vessels of war
within the meaning of the present Treaty". I imagine that the French draft refers to the
definition on page 80 of the Sub-Commission's report, which states that, "nevertheless, surface
craft below a certain tonnage and calibre of guns may be considered as non-combatant for the
purpose of reduction and limitation of armaments". There is also a note saying: "It is
suggested that the ultimate Conference should fix the limits in question".

This proposal fits in admirably with what we are doing here. At the same time, I think
it might be desirable to determine at once the limits referred to, because it is upon those limits
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that the figures which the countries will bring forward at the Disarmament Conference will
depend. It would be useful to know in advance below what limits ships will not be regarded
as vessels of war.

M. HENNINGS (Sweden).- Since most of my colleagues have expressed their views on
the limitation of tonnage, I would merely remind the Commission that the Swedish delegation
has already stated its views on this subject in the course of the general discussion, and I
would like to take the opportunity of reading the following declaration:

"The delegation considers that, in principle, the reduction and limitation of tonnage
should be carried out on the basis of total tonnage. In our view, this method might
be supplemented, in the case of large navies possessing similar types of ships, by the method
known as that of limitation by classes; and for all navies it might be supplemented by an
obligation to publish in advance their programme of naval construction for a fixed period."
There is nothing in the discussion, so far as it has gone, or in the arguments which have

been advanced to induce us to reconsider that opinion. We continue to adhere to it, and we
feel that the Swedish delegation's proposal might perhaps form the basis of a compromise
which everybody could accept.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I think none of us can fail to realise that we have arrived
at a critical point in our work.

No limitation of armaments is possible unless it covers the three categories of armaments
- land, air and naval; further, no limitation of naval armaments is possible if there is a
difference of opinion between the great naval Powers and the rest that cannot be overcome.
I hope Lord Cecil will give me credit for weighing with great care - as I always do, but perhaps
more particularly to-day - the arguments he has put forward. In the first place, I appreciate
his having openly and very honestly stated the special position of his own country with regard
to naval armaments, which for that country is a vital question. No Conference would be
possible if each country could not state here quite openly the particular reasons compelling
it to claim a given maximum in respect of land, air or naval armaments. Our duty here is
to conceal none of the special needs of any one of us with regard either to land armaments
or to naval armaments, or to both. And here I do not think we are concerned with figures;
when the final decision is taken, whatever form of limitation is adopted, no one will dispute
the fact that, given the special position of certain great maritime countries, these should
retain in the figures allowed them a superiority which no one would think of denying them.

Lord Cecil asks more than this.

The Japanese delegate asks more than this.

They ask that, apart from any figure which, in their opinion, will ensure to their own
countries an undoubted advantage, other nations which have fleets and need fleets should
accept an additional limitation of each class of craft which they possess. Here we clearly
have a fundamental difference of opinion.

No less frankly than the Japanese delegate and Lord Cecil have given the reasons which
lead them to adopt this definite attitude with regard to tonnage and to tonnage limitation
of naval armaments by classes, do I, taking my turn after those countries which have already
expressed their views and before those which will no doubt express theirs later, wish to tell
you why, although we are prepared for any limitations and do not seek to cancel by indirect
means privileged maxima justified by geographical situations and vital necessities, we are
nevertheless unable to accept this limitation by classes.

The basic reason is that a number of naval Powers have not come here completely free
of obligations. The International Convention which we are discussing here cannot prejudice
treaties concluded by other Powers. The French delegation has mentioned this in its draft.
Even had it not done so, the situation would be the same. It is a fact with which we are faced
and which we firmly accept: the Washington Agreements exist. By the Washington Agree-
ments my country accepted a considerable reduction. There is the well-known ratio of
5 : 5 : 3 '1.75. That means in figures that, if Great Britain and the United States have 500,000
tons, France will have i75,ooo. These figures alone show that discussions with regard to the
limitation of naval armaments cannot be pursued independently of previous undertakings
- that Governments called upon to discuss what further limitations they can accept cannot
disregard the considerable reduction which they accepted at that time. Please note that this
is no recrimination nor even a regret. We went to Washington firmly resolved, and we
respected the motives for which we were invited, as we respect all the generous motives of the
country that invited us; and that country will understand that, if other countries cannot,
for the time being, enjoy the same privilege, it is for the very reasons that have brought us
here. I wish to emphasise this particularly to-day.

However, there is the result. There can be no doubt that, when these Powers accepted
so considerable a disproportion, such as will probably not be established at the Conference
which we are preparing for land armaments, it was because they retained freedom to compensate
for this considerable reduction of capital ships by developing small units, to which, rightly
or wrongly - rightly, I think - they attribute a more strictly defensive character, the only
one which in the present state of their finances, and also because they consider that it is the
inevitable aftermath of the war, they can accept.
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At Washington, France accepted this limitation to 1.75 as against 5, 5 and 3, just as she
has reduced her army by half and is preparing to reduce it again by a third of that half. Still,
while accepting this reduction resolutely, we must call a halt. We must wait until some more
general measure is in prospect. That is the purpose of the Conference for which we are
preparing.

At that Conference, when we are laying down figures, can we remain within the inevi-
tably reduced tonnage applying to us - (for Washington binds us until I936 and it cannot be
maintained that we can make up with small units for the considerable difference represented
by a tonnage which we have surrendered once and for all) - can we accept a further limitation?
Quite frankly I answer: No; we cannot. It is now my turn to invoke the vital interests of
the country in whose name I speak. And I ask the great naval Powers, whose undisputed
greatness and supremacy have been confirmed and perpetuated by the Washington Agreements,
to make an effort to put themselves in our place.

If you accept limitation by classes, whatever tonnage be allowed for each class - a
question which is not at present under discussion - you inevitably stereotype your navy
in a certain form and with a certain classification. The great naval Powers, to which a
superior tonnage has been allotted in virtue of the Washington Agreements, can obviously
contemplate with a light heart and an even mind the variations which may occur in technique
or for any other reason. Their supremacy is assured by the capital ships at their disposal
which Washington allows them and which they keep up. Their anxieties? The doubts
which perplex some Powers do not exist for them. But for those Powers whose future is
a blank, or nearly so; for those that deliberately, in the period immediately following the
war, wished to effect the inevitable reductions which should follow, and which we are here to
effect; for those countries that have only retained freedom of development in respect of
small units; for them, any unexpected changes which may occur in naval technique, at a
time when everything is in a state of flux, clearly involve a problem which they cannot solve
in its entirety and for a given length of time.

I am fully aware, gentlemen, that the Convention will only remain in force for a given
period - might make the problem less disturbing, particularly if we bear in mind that naval
constructions cannot be carried out in a day, but require months at least, and sometimes
years.

But, if the constructions undertaken can only be carried out within a certain period,
the argument is no less true if, so long as the Convention remains in force, and in the event
of a far-reaching change in naval technique, a country which is going through a period of
reconstruction, of gestation - which is rebuilding or, as some delegates said just now,
building its navy -- cannot begin in good time the constructions which if finds necessary as
a result of changes in technique.

I am speaking of technical changes. But some of these may be immediate Everyone
is aware that submarines - which obviously constitute one of the principal classes for which
a rigid and definite limitation is desired - may any day lose much of their importance as the
result of some scientific discovery. There are other possible changes; and here I come to
an argument which I have put forward on several occasions, and which to some extent governs
the naval question. The part played by auxiliary cruisers, the importance of which came to
light during the last war, gives rise to an ever-increasing apprehension on the part of certain
Powers. Indeed, the development of merchant-ships as regards speed and tonnage and
the very fact that, in some countries, such ships are being provided with the means of being
speedily equipped with extremely effective guns lead to the result that, in a direction which
will inevitable be excluded - and, I keep to my method, should be excluded - from the
limitations imposed by the Conference, a country may, while the Convention is still in force,
find itself faced with the necessity for altering completely the tonnage distribution which it
had originally contemplated.

Further, gentlemen, some countries at least -- and precisely those which being bound by the
Washington Agreements, can only build small units - are faced with another important aspect
of the question, namely, the financial aspect. Some of these countries would certainly be
unable to say at present what exactly they will be able to do within a given period.

Finally, the last unknown cause, or, if you will, the last unknown quantity of this problem,
which makes it impossible for some countries to stereotype - at any rate rigidly and during
the whole period of the Convention - the distribution of their tonnage by classes : this
unknown quantity which has been mentioned -- and it was bound to be mentioned in the
course of these debates -- is the unknown quantity of security.

M. Comnene expressed his regret just now that this question of security seemed so far
to have remained in the background of our minds. What a mistake! It is everywhere
present in these debates. It will inevitably have to be considered when we are laying down
figures. It seems to have been neglected simply because our object is to prove that it is
possible to draw up the text of a Convention. When we have to lay down figures, all these
apprehensions will have full play, you may be sure.

This morning Lord Cecil also, in a very weighty speech, the importance of which I have
fully appreciated, spoke of security. He attached a rather different meaning to the word,
and he will allow me to say that the meaning he gave it does not appear to me to correspond
with the real state of things. I

I have no anxieties with regard to the security of the fleets of the great naval Powers.
Lord Cecil told us that, if the distribution of tonnage by classes was not determined, and if
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it should happen to suit a great Power - after all, that will be its own business to utilise
all its tonnage for capital ships, the number of small units would be a menace to such a Power.
I cannot believe that, in all this time, during which countries have been spending milliards
on capital ships, this has not been done because such units are supposed to possess a fighting
strength enabling them to destroy fairly quickly any small units which might attack them.

When I speak of security, I use the word in the sense given it just now by M. Comnene
and the Finnish delegate. Yes, I am convinced that, if we succeed in giving effect to the
stipulations of Article i6, that is, in creating conditions under which the Covenant of the
League of Nations may quickly and surely be applied, the apprehensions of certain Powers,
which, while accepting in anticipation the tonnage limitations necessary for their security,
do not feel able to stereotype this tonnage and fix its final proportions in respect of each
class, would not exist.

It is a striking thing that, immediately we approached this matter, the question of security
broke in on our discussion. I will not be like Orpheus - in the first place, I am not in Hades,
far from it - who cried "Eurydice ! Eurydice!" and cry "Protocol Protocol" ; still, I cannot
but remember that the word "security" formed part of a trilogy which I have often heard
repeated in this very room, and which in time, I was even able to recognise in English. I
have not forgotten it: "arbitration ; security; disarmament ". Some of our colleagues
even appear to think that we are beginning at the end. I do not think so. I think there is,
at any rate to a limited extent, in certain parts of Europe a minimum of security that can be
obtained within the framework of the Protocol, but this security is certainly not general.
There can be no doubt whatsoever that, as regards naval matters - apart from the Washington
Agreements, which apply mainly to another part of the world in the Atlantic or in the
Mediterranean, where so much competition may arise, there is no definite agreement providing
security.

Should such an agreement ever come into being, I am convinced that this question,
whether tonnage should be limited in the aggregate or by classes, would lose much of its
importance, and I am not prepared to say that in later Conventions, should such an experiment
ever be made - that is the most important result to be obtained from our work here - when
countries have been classified according to the total tonnage allowed them, and can see more
clearly both into the possibilities of their situation and into the general state of things surroun-
ding them - I am not prepared to say that we shall not then be prepared to consider the
question. Allow me to recall a memory - I think there is nothing offensive in it. I remember
that in this very room, in September 1924, we heard the representative of Great Britain make
certain statements which allowed us to suppose that, once the aggressor and the party
attacked were clearly specified, then, inevitably, under the Protocol, the great fleets of the
naval Powers would come to the help of the victim. We suddenly felt that we had gained
much, out of all proportion. It was not to be. But there is no doubt that, should security
pacts on the lines of the Protocol operate as we wished and momentarily hoped they would
operate, many nations which have just expressed their views would not feel the apprehension
which I detect from some of their remarks.

I believe - and perhaps more firmly than they - that in the present state of the world
we can make a start, but it is only a start. We have said it and repeated it time and again,
when we were discussing land armaments, when we were discussing air armaments, and when
we perceived that, owing to our present inability to internationalise civil aviation, we were
leaving a serious gap in the limitation of air armaments.

With regard to the limitation of naval armaments, we are faced with the same problem.
Let us make a start in respect of total tonnage. Is it indeed nothing to think that, apart
from the stipulations of the Washington Agreements, it will not be possible to exceed a certain
total tonnage ? Will those nations that are concerned, and rightly so, to see that the naval
supremacy necessary for their existence shall not be threatened, will those nations not secure
a valuable guarantee should such a limitation of total tonnage be accepted ?

Could we go further than this ? Could we in any degree enter into the views expressed
this morning by Lord Cecil ? What is the chief argument of the great naval Powers that desire
the limitation of tonnage by classes? They tell us: "We want to know what we are up
against: we want to see our way". Will they allow me to say that some countries which,
while they already enjoy an undoubted advantage, cannot see their way so clearly as regards
land armaments, might express the same wish ? At no time has there ever been any question,
as regards land armaments, of limiting anything but the aggregate number of troops stationed
in the home or colonial territories, although the distribution of these troops, the material
at their disposal, the question whether they are embodied in one formation or in another, the
proportion of their artillery, the question whether they are organised on an offensive or defen-
sive basis - all these questions, I can assure you, confront the Powers mainly interested in
land armaments with as grave an uncertainty as any that can face the Powers enjoying naval
supremacy.

Even now, and for this very reason, the great naval Powers are in a position of superiority
which the land Powers do not enjoy. I will go no further. I feel the need for securing
agreements.

This morning, the Japanese delegate, referring to naval effectives, and with an absence
of logic which I took the liberty of criticising, said: "Do not let us limit naval effectives",
although we have just limited land effectives. And what did he propose ? He proposed
something called publicity. From the statements made just now by the Netherlands and
Swedish delegates, I retained the notion that it might still be possible to afford some satisfaction
to the great naval Powers that desire the limitation of tonnage by classes. I think we might
contemplate a compulsory measure of publicity with regard to naval programmes which
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might - I do not refuse to discuss this point even be stipulated in the Convention. All we
request is that we should not be asked for something we cannot give, that is, to consider this
naval programme, this distribution by classes, as absolutely rigid, as not capable of alteration;
because the reasons which I have just given, and which prevent us from accepting tonnage by
classes, obviously exclude the possibility of our accepting a programme which cannot be altered
to some extent. The same reasons which prevent us from accepting tonnage by classes
would rule out the possibility of the programme being inserted if this were to mean that the
programme could not be altered. And what is the point ? It is one of some importance.
A naval programme is not altered every day. When certain constructions have been decided
upon, their weight can only make itself felt after a long time : and the combined effect of the
limitation of total tonnage and the insertion of a naval programme in the Convention itself,
with provision for immediate notification of any change to the organisations responsible for
supervising the application of the Convention, should afford a very appreciable measure of
satisfaction to the naval Powers; and in any case - may I be allowed to say so ? it is my
last word - a satisfaction which no Power interested in land armaments will secure.

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). - I should like to preface my remarks
by saying that I am in complete agreement with what M. Paul-Boncour said - that we
are not here to deal with actual figures or ratios. I agree that we are here to deal with the
general aspects of the problem which is presented by seeking to agree upon some method
of limitation, and I should like to have that borne clearly in mind in connection with what I
am about to say - that my remarks are addressed entirely to the technical difficulties of
finding a generally acceptable method of limitation without reference to figures or ratios, or
to any given country or any group of countries.

In approaching any problem of this character - or indeed any problem - it is essential
to have a very clear idea as to the objectives to be gained by its solution, in order that we
may spend no unnecessary time or effort on details which do not bear directly on the main
issue. The problem before us now is to find some method of effecting the limitation of naval
armaments in the most direct and simple manner, and we believe that to be the most effective
manner.

It seems to the American delegation that there are two objectives within which practically
all other objectives are included, which may be briefly summed up in this way: first, the peace
objective - limiting naval armaments in order that competition in the building up of such
armaments shall cease, thereby lessening international mistrust and the feeling of insecurity,
and thus removing one of the possible causes of war; and secondly, the economic objective
- limiting to the greatest possible extent the burden of taxation incident to the building up
and maintenance of armaments. In short, as Lord Cecil said this morning, we are seeking
to promote peace and reduce the burden of taxation.

In our efforts to promote peace, there are two essential requirements which must be met:
first, that competition in the building up of naval armaments shall cease; and, second, that
international mistrust, suspicion and uneasiness shall be allayed so far as it is humanly
possible to do so. Unless these two conditions are fulfilled, our labours will be in vain.

The American delegation has found no reason to change the views of its technical advisers
as they were set forth in detail on pages 8 to 85 inclusive of the report of Sub-Commission A.
This fully set forth our views as to the desirability of the method of limitation by classes.
We find that an insuperable objection to the method of limitation of naval armaments by the
limitation of total tonnage lies in the application of this method as set forth in the second
clause of this article of the French draft:

"Each of the High Contracting Parties shall be free to distribute and allocate its
total tonnage as may be best for the purposes of security and the defence of its
national interests".

We feel that such an application would be in no sense consistent with the primary purpose
of any Disarmament Conference as I have stated it. Such an application would not do away
with the competition in naval armaments; on the contrary, it practically invites such compe-
tition by opening wide the door for it.

The provision allowing each country to be free to distribute and arrange the total tonnage
allowed to it, without providing in the agreement for the allocation of such tonnage, contains
the germ of eventual competition. Such an application would not lessen international
suspicion, uneasiness and mistrust; indeed, it is hard to imagine any system which would tend
to create suspicion and mistrust more than secret building programmes conceived and laid
down under such loose conditions.

We grant that limitation by total tonnage may be effective in the case of small navies
having only very limited categories of combatant craft, but even in such cases the application,
as dealt with in the second clause of this article, is open to serious objection. It would be
practicable if each State had to consider its own interests and only its own interests. This
method undoubtedly appeals to the individual State in that it can best provide for its own
security by being able to allocate all or any part of the tonnage to whatever class it deems best
without previous agreement. At the same time, it would be unfair to the neighbouring States,
which must compete to provide for their security, and which would therefore be constantly
in a state of uneasiness and mistrust.

We believe that the maximum size of each category should be prescribed, also the
maximum calibre of gun and the maximum diameter of torpedo-tube, because we are convinced
that we cannot go wrong if we deal with tangible and visible characteristics rather than
complicate the problem by dealing with characteristics that are not openly visible to all
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the world that cares to see. We believe in prescribing the maximum diameter of
torpedo-tube in order to restrict as far as possible, competition in that destructive weapon.
I think it is perfectly well known to all my colleagues that we believe in dealing only with
the tonnages in various categories because it seems to us that, when a limitation is placed on the
total tonnage of a category, and the maximum unit tonnage of that category is prescribed,
a sufficiently definite limitation upon that particular category of ship will be effected. However,
we are ready to consider the possibility of a more definite limitation if one is presented which
seems to attain the end desired in a practical and reasonable manner.

The desirability of any method of naval limitation does not lie solely in a general definition
of that method. It reposes essentially on the detailed manner in which the method is to be
applied. I confess that, the more clearly the implication emerges from the discussion that
secrecy in a naval building programme is a distinct advantage, if not a necessity, the less such
a system seems to me calculated to achieve the ends we seek by removing distrust and suspicion.

In conclusion, I should like to say that I have listened with the greatest respect to the
speech of M. Paul-Boncour, and I cannot refrain from saying - indeed, I should be very
ungracious if I refrained from saying - that he can rest assured that the American delegation
has no desire to press any measures which are unjust to France or to any other country.
We are here to agree, if we can, on measures of limitation, and it is our desire to deal with the
problems indicated by M. Paul-Boncour in the most generous spirit. I can say that the
spirit of his recent remarks gives me hope that we may find some common ground for
agreement.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I do not propose to trouble the Commission with
another speech, but I want to say a few words in order, mainly, to thank M. Paul-Boncour
for the tone of his speech and for the evident desire he showed not only to appreciate the
difficulties- of other nations but to seek a conciliatory solution. My own belief is that, when
two parties really wish to agree, they always find some method of agreement. I am grateful
to him for his appreciation of the great naval strength of my country, but there is an aspect
of it which I am sure he appreciates, because he has shown how much he does appreciate the
difficulties of other countries. There is an aspect of our position which must never be lost
sight of - and that is that the commerce, the sea-borne traffic of my country, is its life-blood.
That is not in the least an exaggeration; it is literally true. If the sea were closed to my
country it would starve within a few days, and, if you look at the whole of its industrial and
mercantile life, it is the same. I need not elaborate it; it is a perfectly well-known fact.
Undoubtedly, as we have had reason to know, this sea-borne traffic, in spite of great superiority
at sea, is a weak point; it is a very vulnerable point. It has to be a matter of the gravest
preoccupation to any ministers who are in charge of the naval affairs of my country. It is
true, of course, of almost every island, but it is particularly true of a country highly industria-
lised like mine, where the population greatly exceeds the means of feeding it within the island
itself, and that is a point that we have to consider. My country cannot afford to run the risk
of a sudden development of even, it may be, not a very powerful navy, a sudden development
directed entirely at this vulnerable spot in our system. M. Paul-Boncour said that these
ships cannot be built in a moment; some take months and many take years. Quite true.
But that is true of both sides. Though it may take some little time to prepare the ships which
can be used for an attack on our commerce, it will also take a long time for us to prepare ships
which can be used in order to defend our commerce. Therefore that does not help us very
much.-- Of course, it is quite true, and I understand that there is a possibility, that there
might be such a complete change in the technical aspects of this question that a whole class
of vessels provided for in a programme would have to be abandoned and you would have to
build entirely new vessels. Such a thing is physically possible. I am not aware that it has
ever occurred in the history of naval affairs; there have been changes, but they have been
extremely gradual changes, and, though it is conceivable that there might be an epoch-making
invention which would make a catastrophic change, all I can say is that it seems to me and
my advisers an extraordinarily unlikely event. I do not think it is very probable, but I quite
agree that it is a thing which M. Paul-Boncour and others are perfectly right in bringing to
the attention of the Commission and asking them to consider. There was another aspect of
the matter, which was put forward very prominently by the delegate for the Netherlands,
which was quite different. It was that other countries might build in such a way that a
complete change would be required. Well, that is exactly the point, only I use it in exactly
the opposite way. That is exactly what may happen and it is to avoid those sudden changes
of building, which constitute a danger to any particular country, that it does seem to me that
something is essential in order to prevent these elements of surprise in building which are really
a danger against which we have to guard. I confess I did not quite follow M. Rutgers' point.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands) (intervening). - Will you allow me to explain in two words ?
If one of the categories should, as the consequence of a technical evolution, lose a great part
of its strategical value, through the system of limitation by categories, the tonnage of this
category could not be transferred to another category. That would not be so disastrous for
a big country which keeps ships of every category as for a small country, which might have
been induced to specialise on that category for its defence and security. The effect might be
disastrous.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - That is the argument which I had already tried to
deal with, only I attributed it to M. Paul-Boncour, who also used it. I thought M. Rutgers
used another argument, namely, that there was a possibility of other people building in such
a way as'to make a change desirable. If he did not use that argument, I do not desire to dwell
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on it any more. Now, that is the situation, and M. Paul-Boncour at the end of his speech
threw out a suggestion which certainly I should desire to consider with the greatest care.
I will not attempt to repeat it at this moment, except just to say this, that I see the obvious
difficulty, which indeed he saw himself, that if the programme which he contemplated being
put into the Convention is a mere expression of intention, and if that intention is capable
of being changed at any moment, it does not appear to be any great improvement on the original
proposal. I rather regret having said even as much as that, because my Government, of
course, is ready to seek a solution of this grave question by every means in their power, and
they do recognise, as everybody who comes to an international meeting must recognise, that
you have got to take into consideration every difficulty and not confine yourself to the
difficulties that threaten your own country. I venture very respectfully to commend that
sentiment to some of those (certainly not M. Paul-Boncour) who have addressed the Commission
this afternoon.

I think the proposal of M. Paul-Boncour is worthy of the most serious consideration.
At the same time, I should like to have it quite precise and to know exactly what it is, and
I am going to ask whether he would be so good as to put it in writing and let me see exactly
what it is he proposes. Of course, it would be only a suggestion. We can treat it merely
as a suggestion made, but, in order that I may know exactly where I am and may be able to
consult fully my technical advisers, I should like to know exactly what the proposal amounts
to. I hope M. Paul-Boncour will not think that in any way an ungracious request, but we
are dealing with such very serious matters at this stage - at any rate, from my point of view -
that I am bound to ask for every precision before I can even express an opinion.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). -- I should like to reply to Lord Cecil at once that I shall
endeavour to afford him satisfaction as soon as possible.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I entirely support the remarks made by M. Paul-Boncour
and I shall not go over them again lest they should lose some of their force after the clear,
accurate and eloquent statement he made. I wish to say that I entirely agree with him and
adopt all the arguments developed by him and by the other speakers who opposed the principle
of limiting by classes but were in favour of limiting total tonnage, the only form of limitation
which my country can accept.

I now come to an idea which I did not quite grasp in M. Paul-Boncour's speech - the
idea of inserting in the Convention programmes which would bind the Powers beforehand
with regard to such constructions as they might effect within the limits of the tonnage allotted
them.

The idea of knowing beforehand what constructions are to be effected has already been
considered by Sub-Commission A, and here is the opinion expressed by eight delegations, of
which my own was one

"Though a large navy with a considerable margin in every class of vessel can obviously
bind itself for a number of years as to the types of vessel it will build, this is not true of
other navies, which, having no such margin, must be constantly endeavouring to adapt
their armaments to the special needs of the moment."
The very arguments which have been given for not accepting the limitation by classes

are equally applicable to the publication in advance of naval programmes which will hold
good for a given period, since this would be tantamount to fixing for that period the distribution
of new constructions by classes.

It has been argued that, in order to avoid competition in armaments and any possibility
of surprise, it is essential that this programme be known for the period over which the
Convention remains in force, but in this connection I would ask my colleagues to consider
that, in practice, the renewal of a fleet takes about fifteen or twenty years; the yearly quota
for new constructions therefore, averages one-fifteenth to one-twentieth of the total tonnage
It follows that the element of surprise, which has been mentioned, would be very limited.
In any case, it would be enough in order to overcome this difficulty - which I do not really
think very serious - to enter into some undertaking similar to the Washington Agreement
regarding building programmes for large units, that is, to give notice as soon as possible of
the laying down and of the main characteristics of each unit in course of construction.

The PRESIDENT. - We shall receive in writing, then, the proposals of General de Marinis
and M. Paul-Boncour.

The Commission rose at 7 p.m.

TWENTIETH PUBLIC MEETING.

Held at Geneva on Wednesday, April 6th, 1927, at 1o.I5 a.m.

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands).

50. Examination of the Synoptic Analysis. Naval Armaments. Point 2 (continuation).

The PRESIDENT. - This morning we will continue the discussion of Point 2. I declare
the discussion open on the following proposal submitted by General de Marinis.
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The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish as promptly as possible the
following information for each vessel of war which they order to be constructed

I. The names of the ships.
2. The date of the governmental authorisation of construction.
3. The date of laying the keel, together with the following data:

Standard displacement in metric tons;
The principal dimensions, namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or

below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement.
4. The date of completion, together with the same data as above, as well as the

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

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I have not much to add to the observations which I had
the honour to submit to you yesterday concerning this amendment, which I, think, is calculated
to meet the various requirements that were urged.

I see serious objection to the inclusion of a programme in the Convention. Obviously,
if a country has to submit a programme, it will try to make it as full as possible, in order to
provide against every unforeseen contingency, even if it does not definitely intend to carry
out this programme in its entirety. It will act thus in order to be ready to meet
any contingency. The result will be that that country's neighbours will do the same thing;
they too will be led to extend their programmes. Thus this proposal will lead towards, rather
than away, from large armaments.

On the other hand, a country giving an undertaking such as I have suggested in my
amendment, which is in harmony with the Washington Treaty, gives its neighbours the full
guarantee which they require, in order to be safe from any possibility of being taken by
surprise.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I scarcely think that my friend General de Marinis
imagines that this clause meets in any way the case which I put forward. It is quite evident
that it carries the thing not an inch further. What it provides is simply this - that, as soon
as a vessel is authorised by the Government, the name and the power of the vessel shall be
published; but in every parliamentary country the authorisation only takes place after
Parliament has approved, and therefore the publication is made automatically. The proposal
of General de Marinis really gives no kind of security whatever, and I am afraid I could not
possibly even consider such a solution as that as a satisfactory solution.

General de Marinis makes a reference to the Washington Convention. I am quite prepared,
as I have constantly said, to take the provisions of the Washington Convention; but then
we must take them as a whole. That means tonnage by classes, and, if we take tonnage by
classes, then by all means put in this if you like. It is really nothing but a form, but there
is no harm in it. As a substitute for tonnage by classes, however, it is quite valueless, if I
may say so very respectfully - absolutely valueless - and does not carry the proposal any
further.

With regard to the question of programmes, that is quite a different matter. That is
a serious proposal, and as for the criticism which General de Marinis made, he must forgive
me for saying that, if he presses that kind of criticism to the fullest extent, it really is a criticism
of the whole system of limitation of armaments. What he says is : "You must not have a
limit in your programme of ships, because the result of that will be that the programme will
be very highy". Similarly, I suppose, he would say you must not have a limit in the total
tonnage, because you would put the total tonnage very high. Similarly, you must not have
a limit in the total of effectives, because you would put the total of effectives very high.
The same argument applies in every case. There may be instances in which such an argument
is valuable; I think in certain subsidiary matters it may be valuable; but as a proposition
generally, I am afraid I can only regard it as striking at the whole root of the system of limitation
of armaments.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I must reply to Lord Cecil that the situation here is not
the same as it is in the case of effectives or the other limitations which the Convention has to
lay down.

Several speakers, myself included, pointed out yesterday that, in the case of naval
programmes, we must provide for various unforeseen contingencies which do not arise in the
case of military effectives. It is because they wish to be in a position to meet such contingencies
- whether these are due to technical progress, or to economic or political factors which may
have a great influence on the development of a country's navy - that States are apt to pitch
their claims high in the case of their naval programmes. This situation does not result,
for example, in the case of effectives. I do not think that the measure which I suggest could
affect the whole substance of our Convention; it applies only to naval armaments. What
I wanted was to point out the consequences which might be entailed by the excessive expansion
of the naval programme of one country in comparison with other countries, and with
countries signatories of the Convention as a whole.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I think it would be very unsatisfactory to deal with
this amendment until we are in a position to deal with the amendment foreshadowed by
M. Paul-Boncour, because it is evident that you could not put them both in. There would



not be any sense in putting them both in. M. Paul-Boncour has been good enough to
indicate to me the kind of amendment he has in mind. I have not had more than a moment
to look at it, but if we put in anything of that kind, as to which I express no opinion at the
moment, it would not only be superfluous but almost contradictory to put in the other.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). -- I have no objection to Lord Cecil's proposal. I was
simply putting forward in writing what I said yesterday, as the President had asked me to
do. If. the Commission prefers to postpone the examination of my amendment, I do not
insist that it should be taken immediately.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - The situation is, I think, as follows: A discussion has
been opened. The only texts before us at the moment are those which were laid before the
Commission in the form of the Synoptic Analysis prepared by the Bureau. But, in view of
the serious and fundamental difference of opinion which has arisen, and in view of Lord Cecil's
remarks of yesterday, I do not want to see the Commission brought up against a difference
which might - it is no use mincing words -wreck our whole labours, and so I made suggestions
which I hoped would lead to a possible way out of the difficulty. Of course, this was only
a suggestion made in debate - nothing more.

Lord Cecil thought that he could better appreciate my suggestions if he had them in
writing. I wrote them out for him, at his request. Obviously, this is not a formal proposal
laid before the Commission as a whole, for, in such a case, both duty and courtesy would
have obliged me to submit the text to the whole Commission.

Putting all our cards on the table, I said to Lord Cecil: "If you think that the suggestions
I made yesterday could be accepted by the British Government and could form a basis for
negotiations towards an understanding, I undertake to get instructions which will allow me
to convert them into a formal proposal".

That is my exact position. At the same time, I am obliged to take into account the needs
voiced by certain small Powers which, as they have no naval programme and, for domestic
reasons, will probably not be able to draw up one, may have objections to raise.

I have acted in this matter on my own responsibility. It is for Lord Cecil to say whether
my suggestions are to become official.

That is the exact situation.

The PRESIDENT. - We have reached a point where it would be extremely useful to
members to talk things over privately. Accordingly, although I always favour as much
work as possible, I propose that we now rise and meet again this afternoon at 4 o'clock. If
no agreement has been reached, we might turn to the examination of the chapter "Expenses"
which is part of the agenda.

The Commission rose at Io.45 a.m.

TWENTY-FIRST PUBLIC MEETING.

Held at Geneva on Wednesday, April 6th, I927, at 4 p.m.

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands).

51. Examination of the Synoptic Analysis. Expenses. Direct and Indirect Limitation of
War Material.

The PRESIDENT. - As several delegations have expressed the wish that we should not
continue the discussion of naval armaments this afternoon, we will now turn, with your
permission, to the chapter on "Expenses".

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - As I have already said, I think we should, as far as

possible, base our work on that of our Sub-Commissions.
With regard to the limitation of armaments by means of limitation of expenditure, I

must point out that I share the opinion which the German delegation upheld in Sub-Commission
A together with the delegations of the Argentine, the United States of America, Japan, the
Netherlands and Sweden. These delegations declared their conviction that monetary expen-
diture for the creation and maintenance of armaments does not afford either a true measure
of armaments or a fair basis for limitation of armaments. I will not repeat on this occasion
the arguments put forward by these delegations in support of their point of view. I will
only state that they expressed themselves firmly of the opinion "that the method of limitation
of armaments based upon the limitation of budgetary expenditure is impracticable, inequitable
and hence inadmissible".

This opinion finds confirmation in the following decision taken by Sub-Commission B.

"It would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to state even approximately
what magnitude of armaments in a given country would correspond to a certain (say)
reduced figure for defence expenditure".



A little later on, I read the following:
"It has often been advanced in favour of limitation of armaments by means of budgets

alone that it would reserve to the various Governments freedom to employ, in the way
they consider most effective, the sums allowed by the Convention, but that freedom might
obviously be used to develop forms of armaments particularly harmful to another given
country."
I may be allowed to quote yet another passage:

"For these reasons, limitation by expenditure only would be inadequate as the
basis of a Convention."

Sub-Commission B was of opinion that limitation of expenditure is only a supplementary
factor of other methods of limitation, subject, of course, to the condition that "the Contracting
Parties agreed upon specific maximum figures for effectives and material".

From this point of view, I am particularly concerned with military material, for we have
not yet dealt with the direct limitation of this material. Sub-Commission B rightly declared
that the budget appropriations "are not always an exact measure even of war material".

The Commission also alluded to material in reserve, and said that "the possible solution
will depend partly upon whether or not the plan for the reduction or limitation of armaments
in the future Convention provides for the enumeration in an initial list of the material each
State possesses (or has been permitted to retain)."

Finally, I should like to quote one more opinion expressed by Sub-Commission B which is
exactly in accord with the German point of view:

"The Commission considers that defence expenditure cannot serve as a criterion
in determining the armament quotas to be allowed to the various States when the Conven-
tion is being prepared .

"On the other hand, the Commission believes that the figures of defence expenditure
will be specially useful in maintaining armaments within the limits set by the Convention."
Accordingly, I consider that, first of all, and before turning to the limitation of expenditure

with a view to limitation of material, we should examine whether it is possible to effect a
direct limitation of military material. Upon the reply to this question will depend the limi-
tation of material by the limitation of expenditure. I have submitted a proposalon this
matter, and I would suggest that it should be discussed before the Comission examines
point 6 of the Synoptic Analysis regarding expenses. I am sorry that I could not submit
my proposal sooner, but I did not know that we should be taking the question of expenses
to-day.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). - I too, should like to say, before we start the discussion
on budgetary limitation, how necessary I consider the limitation of material —- an indirect
limitation by means of the budget and, if possible, direct limitation. If I have not yet been
able to submit a draft, as Count Bernstorff has done, it is because I am somewhat doubtful
as to the best method to be adopted. Count Bernstorff thinks it possible to limit material
in reserve. I am open to conviction, but I still have my doubts. All the same, I believe
in the direct limitation of the material acquired each year. I will explain in a few words the
reason of this difference of opinion.

I think, as has so often been said, that our Convention will only be valuable if it is concluded
under perfectly clear conditions, that is, if the declarations made by Governments are no
more than confirmations of facts which can be verified.

Now, I am not sure that it will be possible to verify material in reserve. Once again I
desire to adopt an objective attitude towards this matter, but, to the best of my knowledge,
previous experience shows that such verification would not be easy. At the same time, it
is possible to verify acquisitions under certain conditions, and these have been defined by the
League of Nations itself.

The first condiestion may be said to be the ratification of the Convention on the Trade in
Arms. That Convention has been concluded and signed. It is of particular value not only
because it provides for publicity in the trade but because e it also prohibits chemical warfare.
It has been signed but, alas, not yet ratified - except by one country - and it seems that it
cannot be ratified unless the producing countries can agree to ratify it together. In any case,
it has not yet obtained a sufficient number of ratifications to be put into force. This
Convention, however, is not alone sufficient. Its authors have clearly stated that it would
only have its full effect when it was found possible to regulate private manufacture and to
obtain publicity for Government manufactures. By regulating private manufacture and
publishing facts regarding Government manufactures we should, after all, merely be applying
two provisions in the Covenant of the League of Nations.

Gentlemen, this question is being dealt with. The Preparatory Commission of the
Conference has met, and a Drafting Committee has been appointed, which is patiently awaiting
the replies from Governments. With an optimism which I refuse to abandon, I have hopes
that the replies will be received in time to record the first result during the course of our
present work.

If this result is obtained, I think we shall have a basis for the inclusion of a clause in the
Convention which shall provide for direct limitation. If, however, I cannot get direct
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limitation, I will not, like Count Bernstorff, throw in my hand and renounce indirect limitation.
Because I cannot obtain everything, I shall not decide that it is no good doing anything.

I consider that indirect limitation, budgetary limitation, is exceedingly important. I
shall not discuss it at the moment, but reserve the right to revert to the matter as soon as
I have heard the opinions of my colleagues.

The PRESIDENT. - After these two preliminary statements, I think the Commission
will be agreed that we should not pursue the discussion of this point at present.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I have asked that the discussion be opened when
we examine Point 6.

52. Examination of the Synoptic Analysis. Expenses. Point 1.

Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of
Nations, in the form set out in the Annex, a statement of the amount proposed to be expended on its
land, naval and air armaments in the current financial year.

The PRESIDENT. - Point I of the chapter "Expenses" in the Synoptic Analysis is common
to both the British and French drafts.

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). - The position of my Government
int the matter of the consideration of budgetary expenditures or the inclusion of limitations
on budgetary expenditures in a Convention for the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments
was clearly and unequivocally stated before Sub-Commission A last year. The position of
my Government on this question has not changed. My Government is strongly of the opinion
that monetary expenditure for the creation and maintenance of armaments does not afford
either a true measure of armaments or a fair basis for the limitation of armaments. It holds
this opinion for the following reasons.

First, the direct and indirect costs of personnel under the conscription and voluntary
systems are so variable in different countries and in their overseas possessions, and are influenced
by so many different factors, that these costs are practically impossible of simple and equitable
conversion to a common basis.

Second, due to differences in rates of pay, in production costs, in maintenance charges,
in costs of labour and material; due also to varying standards of aoalising tanaliand to variations in
rates of exchange and to lack of uniformity in the preparation of budgets, any attempt to
apply this method of limitation would, in our opinion, be unfair and inequitable.

Third, the method of limitation of expenditure is an indirect method of obtaining a
limitation or reduction of armaments. My Government is of the opinion that armaments may
be limited effectively by direct methods, and, in consequence, the application of an indirect
method seems highly undesirable as a means of accomplishing what might better be accomplished
by direct methods.

For these reasons, my Government is firmly of the opinion that any method of limitation
of armaments based upon the limitation of budgetary expenditure is impracticable, inequitable
and hence inadmissible.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I am somewhat unprepared for this discussion. The agenda
has only just been distributed to us, and I was unaware that we were going to discuss the
question of expenses.

I will take this opportunity of saying that we are going rather too quickly to work. The
questions with which we are dealing and our responsibilities in the matter are so serious that
I really do not understand why we should trouble ourselves about having to remain here a
few more days. We must have time to read the Minutes; it is very important to do so, for
it is only by reading what our colleagues say that we are able to get a clear idea of their views.
I know that my opinion is shared by others, and I hope that it may be taken into account.

The last time we met or,-rather, in the first session, we drew up a programme for the
Technical Commissions and we have since found that it might have been better drafted by
devoting a little more time to it. I believe that this will be in the best interests of the work
of the Commission.

In deference to our President, however, I will first take Point I. Mention is made of a
statement, which we have not yet got, and in respect of which we cannot give an undertaking,
because it is not known to us. I am therefore not prepared to start discussing Point I of the
chapter "Expenses".

The PRESIDENT. - I would like to point out to General de Marinis that it is the principle
with which we are concerned. The experts may not have finished their work for some months,
and in that case we should be unable to discuss Point I at all.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I have great sympathy with the view expressed by
General de Marinis, and, no doubt, owing to the difficulties which arose over naval questions,
this question of budgetary expenditure has come on more quickly than many of us thought
probable. I do not know that any of us can say that we have had no notice of it, as it was very
elaborately discussed in Sub-Commission A and Sub-Commission B, and it forms part, in
different degrees, of both of the draft Conventions submitted to the Commission. It was
evidently a matter we should have to discuss and it was quite evident that it was going to
come on after the naval discussions, because there was nothing else that we could discuss, and
as many of us, I think, felt it very probable that the naval discussions would have to be
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adjourned, I think we have not a great right to complain that it has been brought on to-day. But
it may be for the convenience of some members of the Commission - if it is not, I apologise --
that I should state quite shortly how the matter comes before us. It was originally, if I
remember aright, due to a resolution of the Preparatory Commission itself last May, which
desired the question of budgetary expenditure to be considered by Sub-Commission B. The
exact form of the reference to Sub-Commission B is not of any great importance. Sub-
Commission B thereupon did consider it and unanimously reported that it thought that,
as a preliminary for any use of budgetary expenditure in the way of limitation, it would be
desirable to get some kind of model statement drawn up which all the countries would make
use of for their armaments expenditure and could be returned to the League, not in substitution
for their budgetary system but in addition to it. Thereupon the Sub-Committee of Experts
was appointed, on the suggestion of Sub-Commission B, and a very valuable report (see
document C.P.D. 40) was presented by them, which we have all read. It is really in reference
to that report that the model statement comes in. The position of affairs is this: The experts
have reported that, in their opinion, such a model statement can be drawn up; they have
indeed drawn up a preliminary draft of such a model statement. But when they had drawn
it up they came to the conclusion that it was so complicated and so long that it would be
desirable to see again whether it could not be greatly shortened and simplified, as they believed
it could. I am wrong in saying that they were unanimous, because there was one member
of the Committee who did not agree, but by a large majority they took that view It is
quite true that we cannot tell exactly what the model statement which they recommend
will be and it may be that it will be necessary for this Commission at some time to have another
meeting, when the final report of the experts and the model statement are presented But
I do think that in this report we have sufficient material to know what is the nature of the
model statement contemplated and whether, therefore, we can honestly recommend that the
high contracting parties should make such a return in the model statement, and the only
point that really arises on this first question is : Shall we agree that the high contracting
parties shall make a return of their expenditure on army, navy and air armaments in a model
form which will bring out clearly the main features of the expenditure ? What is to be done
with it is quite a different matter. Whether we are to go on to other steps will arise on other
points of our agenda. Personally, I should regard it as little short of a disaster if this
Commission did not agree, at any rate, to that - that we should have such a model statement;
something which would, at any rate, let the world know what was actually going on, so that
they could know and understand what was going on. I most fully agree with what fell from
my American colleague -- that there is no possibility of using the expenditure of one country
as a comparison with the expenditure of another country, because the conditions in each
country are so diverse, the cost of things is so different and the system of armaments is so
divergent that it would be most misleading to us. Because one country spent so many million
pounds on its armaments and another country spent twice that amount, the second country
was twice as well armed as the first - to say that would be in defiance of all the facts.
Therefore, as a matter of comparison between countries, I agree most fully that budgetary
expenditure is unavailable. But I think there is quite a different way in which it may be
used, namely, to see what each country is doing, and not to compare one country with another,
but to compare each country with itself; that is to say, to take the budgetary expenditure of
I926 and see how it compares with the budgetary expenditure of the same country in I927.
There you do get the possibility of a comparison, and if you can get a statement drawn up in an
intelligent form, not loaded with all the technical details which most of our budgets contain,
thereby making them almost unintelligible to anybody who does not live in the country and,
indeed, does not make a study of budgetary information -- then I do think that is a very
important item in our knowledge which we ought not to disregard in any attempt at producing
a limitation of armaments. Therefore, I personally hope that the Commission will adopt
Point I of this Synopsis.

53. Procedure. Order of Work.

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). -I do not wish to offer any obstacle
to continuing this discussion, but I do wish to express my very thorough agreement with what
has been said by General de Marinis about the methods of our work. I do not for a moment
maintain that we have been taken unawares, for I quite realise the special conditions which
have arisen, but, none the less, this method does involve a considerable inconvenience for
a good many of the delegations. We had a very clear understanding that we were to take
up matters which had appeared on the agenda twenty-four hours ahead, and in that way
we have been able to confine ourselves to the preparation of a very limited number of questions.
There are so many complex questions to be dealt with that it is quite impossible to
be prepared for the immediate discussion of any one of them, and we have confined ourselves
to the questions on the agenda. That is all we could do justice to at the time. This morning,
we had an adjournment for a very special purpose - in order that we might devote ourselves
to the consideration of the very important naval proposal which was the subject of discussion
among us - and the entire time between this morning's meeting and this afternoon's meeting
has been devoted to this question, in consultation with the technical members of my
own delegation, with members of other delegations, and in the preparation of telegrams laying
this matter before my Government for its consideration, with the result that I have not had a
clear ten minutes' preparation for this very complex question of budgetary limitation.

I do feel that we should bear in mind that constantly passing with abruptness from one
question to another places a very heavy burden on the technical personnel of the different
delegations, and it also places us in danger of adopting very insufficient and inaccurate
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conclusions. I do not think there is any delegation that is more anxious to finish our work
quickly and expeditiously than the American delegation, but we do feel very strongly that
we shall make better progress if we work somewhat more slowly and by a more orderly method.
It is highly important that we should have time to discuss matters with our colleagues in order
to get at the substance and the reasons for their point of view and seek to take this point of
view into account, because we are never going to reach agreement unless we can find some
ground for compromise and concession. This would not be the case if we were here merely
to win points, but we are not here to win points; we are here to find grounds for agreements.
The human race has been waiting now for one thousand nine hundred and twenty-seven
years to find a solution for this problem, and I cannot but feel that we could well spend a few
days more if that would help us to arrive at a somewhat better solution than we have reached
so far. It does seem to me a very important matter of procedure, and I should like to hear
the views of some of our other colleagues, because I assume that, as in all matters of procedure,
the views of the majority of the delegations will be given the weight to which they are entitled.

The PRESIDENT. - I really must defend myself against the twofold attack to which I

have been subjected by the American and Italian delegates. I proposed to you this morning
that, if we could not resume the question of naval armaments, we should proceed this afternoon
to study the point in our programme dealing with budgetary expenditure. No objection
was raised at the time.

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - General de Marinis said that several of his colleagues shared

his view. As I am one of those who do so, I think it my duty to say so here. Considering
the heavy responsibility which the members of this Commission have to carry, and the heavy
responsibility which also falls on the Governments whose representatives we are, I agree with
General de Marinis and Mr. Gibson that it would be preferable to leave more time at our
disposition for studying a new subject. We broach one question; then we leave it to start
on another, and leave that again; we begin discussing a third subject and leave that too.
In these circumstances, it is quite impossible for many delegates, including myself, to follow
the debates and to profit by them as we ought. I think that it would be to the advantage
of the final result if we went a little less quickly. I agree with Mr. Gibson that, after having
waited for several centuries, the world might easily manage to wait another week or two for
our work to reach such a final form as can stand the criticism which will undoubtedly be
directed against the draft Convention we are preparing.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). - I am sure that we are all most anxious to keep step
with one another, and that we are, therefore, very ready to regulate our pace, I will not say
to the slowest, but to those of us who are in the most difficult situation and cannot, therefore,
move so fast as the others. There is no question about this. If a certain number of our
colleagues want time to consider matters, to complete their special preparations on some point
or other, or to get instructions from their governments, we have only to bow and wait.

I'should be sorry, however, to give the impression that some of us want to go fast simply
to gain a few days. Mr. Gibson is perfectly right : the world has been waiting for peace for
one thousand nine hundred and twenty-seven years, and, doubtless, much longer than
that - war, my dear colleagues, is at least as old as humanity and perhaps older. Yet I
cannot.lose sight of the consideration that, for all that, the situation round us is grave; the
world is in a critical state. It may not be very important to know whether we shall get our
task done a week or a fortnight earlier, but it is vitally important to know whether we shall
get it done at all. Our preparatory work was very long. We began in an atmosphere of
scepticism. If our work is to succeed, we must show that the task is a possible one; we shall
only do this if we succeed in setting a Convention afoot in the course of this session. I am
one of those who have often urged the Commission to make an extra effort, and, believe me,
I did not do so because I wanted to get home a little earlier. I have made up my mind to
remain here as long as proves necessary. But we should incur a grave responsibility if we
carried on our work in such a way that we could not get it done before separating. For, if
we failed-to prove that it could be done; if, after one thousand nine hundred and twenty-
seven years or more, we were faced with another failure, the political and social consequences
would be incalculable.

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). - I am in hearty accord with every-
thing M. de Brouckere has said. I think a different method of work might be calculated to
expedite our labours. I do not at all question the reasons that M. de Brouckere has given
for wanting us to work long hours, but I do think perhaps we could work more effectively
if we took time for discussion rather than proceeded to a subject which we are not prepared to
discuss.

The PRESIDENT. - I am very glad to hear that from Mr. Gibson. If any delegation has

any objections to raise as to our method of work, if anyone thinks that the discussion of some
point ought to be postponed because it has not been sufficiently prepared, I ask them to say
so. We can modify our procedure as required.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I am entirely in the hands of the Commission; but a
propos of procedure, I consider that, when those delegations which have asked for a delay
to examine the question of naval armaments come forward and explain to us the agreement
which they have reached, the other delegations will in their turn need time to think, and
possibly to ask their Governments for instructions. We must not assume that, as soon as these
delegations have found a solution, all the others will be ready to adopt it at once.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I entirely agree with General de Marinis. I think
it would be the height of arrogance for two or three delegations, having come to an agreement,
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to expect the Preparatory Commission as a whole to accept their agreement without further
discussion. On the contrary, it makes the beginning of a further discussion. I think it
very reasonable indeed for General de Marinis to say that, as soon as those delegations have a
joint project to submit to the Preparatory Commission, it would be very desirable that the
Commission should have some opportunity of thinking it over, and that the delegates should
have some opportunity of consulting their Governments. At the same time, I think it would
be disastrous if the Commission did nothing all the time that that consideration was going on.
I do not think that would be understood by the public, and it would be a great waste of time.
I believe it was my suggestion - I wish to take the responsibility for it if it was - that we
should discuss budgetary expenditure this afternoon since we evidently could not discuss the
naval question any longer. I think in principle it was right. It may be that the Commission
would desire more notice; but in principle it was surely right that we should use the time
that we could not use for the naval discussion for the discussion of something else. It surely
is impossible for us to say we are going to take the naval discussion but, if any difficulty arises
about concluding the naval discussion, that we will thereupon adjourn indefinitely until that
difficulty is removed and then resume the other discussion, the greater number of the delegations
during that time being unable to occupy themselves in any way. That surely is not a reasonable
way of carrying on our work. I do not wish to press any of my colleagues to go on with this
discussion if they say they really think it would mean nothing even by listening to the discussion
which other delegates were more prepared to carry on. Everyone here is the representative
of a sovereign State and they have a right to say exactly what they want done. As far as
I am concerned, I would not press for any course which anyone disliked. But I do venture
very respectfully to ask my colleagues whether it is really necessary to adjourn this discussion
immediately; whether we cannot get a certain distance on with this particular subject.

It comprises really three propositions, and three propositions only. First, that there
should be a model statement; secondly, there should be a publication in the form of that model
statement of the expenses; and thirdly, that there should be a limitation of these expenses.
I should have thought the first two questions were not such complicated and difficult subjects
or involving such terrible consequences as to make it impossible for us to discuss them at the
present time. All I would suggest to the Commission is that, at any rate, we should take the
first four items on this paper, and see whether we can arrive at any useful opinion or consider-
ation of these questions. Beyond that, I quite agree that we come to very controversial
matters; and, as far as I am concerned, I would not suggest we could go any further than that
this afternoon.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). -- I never at any time thought that we ought to stop our
work altogether. My remarks were only prompted by the very unexpected change which
was made in our agenda, and on this point I agree with Mr. Gibson. Personally, I should
have preferred to have a half-day free before proceeding to the question of expenditure.

The PRESIDENT. - We have now before us a definite proposal by Lord Cecil to study
at once Points I to 4 of the Synoptic Analysis. If no one has any objections to raise, I
declare the discussion open.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I think it is quite evident that my colleagues are
not prepared to discuss these matters. It would be very unsatisfactory to have the four
of them adopted without any discussion at all, and in those circumstances I think we cannot
go on. It is evident that, though they are in principle in favour of discussing them, they are
in practice unable to do so. Under those circumstances, we must adjourn. If that is so,
I should hope that we might occupy a few minutes in arriving at an understanding as to what
is to be our future procedure, so that no further surprises may take place.

We have finished land armaments in First Reading. As far as air armaments are
concerned, we have finished a great part of the discussion, and there are three points, I think,
which are adjourned - they were adjourned at my instance - and which will have to be
discussed again. The naval question we have not really discussed at all, because the two main
points are both adjourned, and we have not entered upon the other points, which I think are
of subsidiary importance. Therefore there are three points connected with air armaments,
there is practically the whole of the naval discussion, there is the whole of this discussion on
budgetary expenditure, and there is the discussion of the question of control.

Now, I venture to propose this - that we proceed with the budgetary expenditure to-
morrow, and that, as soon as that is finished, we proceed with the question of control, because
I do not want to go backwards and forwards more than is necessary. Let us finish the control,
and then, if there is a joint proposition on naval matters to be submitted, it will be submitted
at any time, but it will not be discussed immediately. To meet the views of General de Marinis,
the discussion of it will come up after we have finished control, and then we shall be able to
take up the reserved air points after the naval discussion. That will conclude, at any rate,
our First Reading procedure. That is the suggestion of the tableau of our work which I venture
to lay before the Commission.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I venture to make a reservation with regard to the
procedure outlined by Lord Cecil. I do not think that we can say that we have hardly touched
on the naval question. I consider, on the contrary, that we have got a considerable way with
it, and it is for that very reason that we are perhaps on the point of reaching an agreement
which would, I am sure, be very happy, and would be welcomed by the Commission as an augury
of success. But I think that it would be very unfortunate if we did not resume the discussion
of this point as soon as possible but decided instead to study all the different questions first,
and then went back to the naval problem afterwards.
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The naval question was on our agenda. Our discussion, first on effectives and afterwards
on material and vessels, showed that it might after all be possible to bring into harmony two
points of view which had at first appeared irreconcilable. I myself suggested a ground on
which they could meet, and I do not think that the time required to discuss my suggestion
would be such that we need think it our duty to postpone the naval question till the end of
our discussions. We are at grips with this question, as we are at grips with some of the air
questions, and I do not think we ought to give it separate treatment by postponing it until
the end of our discussions. I venture to think that it would be a mistake to adopt that
procedure.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I beg to thank Lord Cecil for taking my suggestion into
account in proposing a form of procedure. I think that there is a certain misunderstanding
between M. Paul-Boncour and Lord Cecil himself. The point at issue is this: when the British
and French delegates have reached that agreement which we all desire to see, the other delegates
will have to be given time to think things over and, if necessary, ask their Governments
for instructions. If I understand Lord Cecil aright, this was the reason why he proposed that
we should go on with our work until the moment when all the delegations were ready to resume
the discussion on naval armaments.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I am very much obliged to my colleagues M. Paul-
Boncour and General de Marinis. I do not wish to impose my suggestion on the Commission;
far from it. But I should like to know the opinion of this Commission on this variation of it
- that we should go on with the budgetary discussion and, when the joint proposition on
naval affairs is ready to be submitted to the Commission, it shall be then and there submitted
to the Commission, and the Bureau or the President, shall thereupon take the opinion of the
Commission as to when it would wish to discuss that point. Personally, I should prefer to
see the budgetary discussion concluded, if we once begin it, before we come back to the naval
question. But that will be for the Commission to settle when it hears that the joint proposition
is ready for its consideration. The thing I want very respectfully to press upon my colleagues
is that we should have in our minds, to guide our own preliminary studies, the sequence of
our discussions. That is why I venture to suggest that we first take up the budgetary discus-
sion and that then, subject to the discussion of naval affairs - which will be inserted whenever
the Commission desires - that we shall go on to the control discussion and finish that, and
then take up the postponed air discussion. It can be taken up earlier if desired -- only
let us know now, subject to any unforeseen events, exactly what we do intend to do, so that
those of our colleagues who are anxious to make profound studies of the various questions
may know more or less when they will come to be considered. I make that suggestion merely
with a view to the convenience of my colleagues and to the due rapidity of our work. I quite
agree that we must not hurry things, but my experience in life is that work is not better done
by being done unduly slowly; that you may quite as easily find imperfect work done because
too much time is taken over it as because too little time is taken over it. It is not because I
wish to hurry them in the least, but I do wish them to recognise that we want to deal with
this thing in a thoroughly business-like and practical way, and, not only to do so, but to give the
impression to the world that we are doing so.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I have no objection to raise to the procedure suggested
by Lord Cecil as such. If I ventured to rise, and if I now rise again, it is on a much more
important question, a question of principle for the Commission - I might almost say a question
of courtesy.

General de Marinis seems to think that conversations are carried on outside the Commission
and that, as soon as these conversations have ended in an agreement, Governments will have
to be asked for instructions respecting that agreement. Well, the merit, and at the same time
to some extent the difficulty, of the methods which we have adopted in the Commission is
this : there are no private conversations, there are no sub-committees, everything is done at
the public discussions of the Commission. This may involve certain drawbacks, but at the
same time it has great advantages, and I am sure that Lord Cecil is no more inclined than I
am to dispense with this procedure.

There are no private conversations. I only pointed out yesterday, at the end of my
speech, what I thought might be a possible way of harmonising two apparently irreconcilable
points of view. Everyone has been informed of this, everyone can discuss it, everyone can
get instructions from his Government about it. Lord Cecil asked me to put in writing what
had been the oral, or oratorical, conclusion of a speech. I put one point in writing, and that
is all. Whatever was said was said publicly, and any delegate can perfectly well take up
an attitude on the question after having received instructions from his Government.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). a- I am really a little surprised at what M. Paul-Boncour
has just said, and, great as my personal liking for him is, I venture to tell him that he has
attributed an idea to me which never entered my head, and in the most friendly manner I
must protest. I never imagined that any part of the discussions were carried on secretly.
What I alluded to was what has actually happened here: after a discussion, two or three
delegations talk together; this always happens in a Commission. It is a perfectly natural
procedure and it always has been employed hitherto.

I said just now that when these agreements are reached, as I earnestly hope they will be,
and when we know their nature, each delegation will then be able to say whether he is or is
not in a position to discuss them. But I never dreamt of speaking of agreements which are
not reached in the most open way. I am therefore really surprised at what M. Paul-Boncour
said just now,
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The PRESIDENT. - I think that now we might stop. I beg Lord Cecil's pardon if I
modify his proposal a little and suggest to you, as I did half an hour ago, that we take the
chapter on expenditure to-morrow. We shall see then whether that agreement has been
reached, as we sincerely hope it will be. If it is, the Bureau will consult the Commission. -

I propose that we discuss the chapter on expenditure to-morrow and finish it before
taking up another subject.

The Commission rose at 5.55 p.m.

TWENTY-SECOND PUBLIC MEETING.

Held in Geneva on Thursday, April 7th, I927, at Io.I5 a.m.

President : M. LOUDON (Netherlands).

54. Examination of the Synoptic Analysis. Expenses. Point 1 (continuation).

Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of
Nations, in the form set out in the Annex, a statement of the amount proposed to be expended on-its
land, naval and air armaments in the current financial year.

The PRESIDENT.- In accordance with yesterday's decision, we will now reopen the discus-
sion on Point I of the Synoptic Analysis which deals with expenses.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I shall not speak on this point, for I think that we stand
as follows: We are agreed, or at least more or less agreed, subject to a deeper study of the
special arrangements in respect of safeguarding the details, on the question of publicity of
expenses and exchange of information regarding budgets. As the question raised by Mr. Gibson
is connected with limitation of expenses, I should prefer to make my statement when that
point is considered.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I have no fundamental objections to the principle that
each country should communicate annually to the League of Nations either a summary of the
expenditure that it proposes to devote to armaments during the current financial year or
a statement of the sums that it has actually spent on armaments during the preceding financial
year. I think I can say that my country would have every interest in making such information
public, since our military expenditure has been considerably reduced, as I stated at the very
first meeting, if you take account of the requirements of our security and of our international
obligations. But before accepting this principle of the statement of expenditure,' I should
like to know the purpose of such a document. As the Italian expert stated in his minority
report, the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions refused to reply to our question
before setting to work on this statement, and eventually a long catalogue of military expenditure
was drawn up without the object of the same being previously made clear.

All appear to be agreed, both in the Committee of Experts and here, that there is no
question of making a comparison between States but that we only desire to determine the
means by which w e shall study the development of armaments in every State. It seems obvious
to me that the very fact of reading the statements automatically involves a comparison
between the various forms of this development in the various States. The very form of these
statements will lead everyone to make such comparisons whether or not they desire to do so,
but these comparisons would be all the more disastrous if they were to be applied to a collection
of factors both complex and confused.

Let us admit, however, that no comparison will be made between the various States.
It has been asserted that the model statement should be used for the purpose of obtaining
an estimate of the tendency to increase or decrease military expenditure in every country.
But such a tendency will be a consequence of the Convention. As I have already had the
honour to tell my colleagues, a Convention on Disarmament, if it is really going to render any
service to the peae of tha e world, will have to lead to the disappearance of certain differences
between military Powers, if differences of such a nature exist and are not justifiable. It
follows that, in order to meet their obligations under the Convention, certain countries may be
obliged to reduce their present armaments, whereas other countries may be recognised as
having the right to increase the same unless considerable reductions are imposed on other
countries to bring their armaments down to an acceptable level. Thus, the decrease or increase
of expenditure in each of these countries will be the consequence of what has been fixed by the
Convention. Public opinion would be singularly at fault if, for instance, it were thought
that the fact that country A had reduced its military expenditure led to the conclusion that
that country was following a peaceful policy compared with country B, which, on its side,
was increasing its military expenditure. Account must always be taken of the original
position of these two countries and of their starting-point so far as their armaments are
concerned. It is possible that country A, even when decreasing its expenditure, might retain
a considerable military superiority as compared to country B, although the latter was increasing
its expenditure. It would be a mistake to deduce therefrom that country A has a policy of
peace and country B a warlike policy.
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I will not press this point too far. I am quite prepared to admit that the curve of expen-
diture may give some guidance, but no more than that, in respect of the tendency of a country
to increase or decrease its armaments. But for that it should be sufficient to take a model
statement including certain categories of expenditure the particularly significant character
of which has been recognised. Now, the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions
has laid before us a draft model statement in which the items for each State amount to more
than one thousand. There are some who assert that there are sixteen hundred items for each
country. In spite of all my respect for these experts, whose skill and interesting work I
much admire -- I am of opinion that the document which they have prepared has a very
great technical value - but I beg to question its usefulness from a political and practical
point of view, and I doubt whether it is possible for a country to supply so great a number
of figures. This system would lead States called upon to fill up so many columns in these
statements to commit considerable errors even unintentionally; in fact, as the Italian expert
has shown in his report, this system would oblige States to regroup and upset their own budgets,
breaking up chapters and even items, when everybody knows that such a subdivision is very
difficult and in some cases impossible. It is true that the experts have told us that this is
only an experimental model statement, but it would appear difficult to reduce the thousand
or more figures provided for in this scheme to an acceptable number, which, in my opinion,
should be a few units only.

In my opinion, the model statement should only include a very small number of figures,
recognised, as I said just now, as being particularly significant, since the more you increase the
number of figures, the more you will be led to make comparisons and deductions which might
not be altogether in accordance with the facts. This is far from being in accordance with the
proposal made by the experts, but at the end of the report all (with one exception) told us
that the model statement would be a means of watching over the effective observance of the
provisions of the Convention. To watch over and to supervise are only euphemisms and they
mean the same as control. It is quite obvious that, if we accepted the model statement as
suggested by the experts, even if simplified, we should have to consider the setting up of
an international organisation for the purpose of examining all these statements and establishing
supervision over military expenditure.

You see, therefore, that the proposed acceptance of Point I would lead to very serious
consequences, which we must bear in mind. Indeed, we are in danger of taking a decision
now on the question of supervision, which has not yet been touched upon.

In order properly to understand the point on which we are called upon to give-our opinion,
I think, it is indispensable that we should be clear as to the scope and the importance
of the model statement in question. It is all the more necessary since the only information
that we as yet have with regard to the manner in which this statement will be made out is the
experiment proposed by the experts, which, so far as I am concerned and for reasons which
I have already stated, does not appear to me to be acceptable.

I am therefore of opinion that we should add the following note to Point I of the draft
before us

"The statement in question will only include a very limited number of figures,
namely only the ones which are considered the most significant in respect of the
military expenditure of each country."
If it were decided not to specify the contents of the model statement, I should reluctantly

be obliged to refuse to accept the proposal we are discussing.
Before closing, I would ask my colleagues not to lose sight of the fact that several of us

said, at the beginning of our discussions, that at the very outset one must not ask too much,
and that we must take account of the difficulties that certain countries would experience
in accepting the Convention.

The proposals submitted by the experts on budgetary-questions are so far removed from
practical possibility that they should be regarded as an object to be attained in a somewhat
distant future but not in a first Disarmament Convention. While certain delegates have
expressed the opinion that we are not authorised to deal with expenses, we propose to include
in the Convention from the very beginning a considerable number of tables and figures connected
with such expenditure.

I repeat I am of opinion that, to begin with, we must confine ourselves to indicating a
very small number of figures ~ two or three, for instance -- in respect of each category of
armaments. I think 'that, on such a basis, an agreement might be brought about which would
not be the case if we ask for more.

M. DE BROUICKERE (Belgium). - I think that we will agree with General de Marinis that
it will be difficult to ask States to bind themselves beforehand to a table the form of which
has not yet been definitely fixed, and perhaps to supply a number of data as great as that of
which the delegate of Italy is afraid.

But I should first like to reassure him somewhat by begging him once more to glance over
the total, for he will then see that the number is not as great as he had thought at first sight.
It is not sixteen hundred or even one thousand, for we cannot regard as new data those that
are known, that is to say, the number of soldiers and officers. I repeat, you cannot class as
new information that which merely represents the total of the data previously supplied.
When a country has devoted fifty million to its army and fifty million to its navy, it will
have no difficulty in adding that it has spent one hundred million on the army and navy put
together. If we eliminate these figures - which, I repeat, do not supply any fresh information
-there are only 392 heads left. The number is still large, but I hasten to point out that these
392 figures could be divided into two quite distinct categories. There are first, the summarised
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tables, which contain eight figures in respect of land armaments, ten figures in respect of
naval armaments and seven figures in respect of air. Well, we can agree that these last
figures will be compulsory and that the others will only be given for information.

I think that most States will have no difficulty whatever in supplying these figures.
Most States already communicate their budgets, which they often complete by giving special
information, since all Members of the League of Nations have agreed "to interchange full and
frank information as to the scale of their armaments". All will thus desire to support the
twenty-five figures, which I will call the principal items, by yet more detailed information.
It is desirable that all States should be able to do so by a uniform method. Will they succeed
in doing so ? The majority of our experts reply in the affirmative. But they have not yet
supported their assertion by a definite table. Could we not here and now agree to say that
the States shall communicate twenty-five principal items and wait for the final table before
going any further ? This is really a detail connected with the actual carrying out of the scheme,
which will be dealt with by the Conference and which need not be touched upon in this
Preparatory Commission, since the task of this Commission is only to prepare a preliminary
draft.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). -- I would like to thank M. de Brouckere for the information
that he has given us. As for the number of headings, I did not count them, but in the minority
report signed by M. Zugaro, in whom I have the utmost confidence, I find the following
words

"The only impression which can be regarded as legitimate and ineffaceable is that
to be derived from the enormous number of figures to be found in the trial statement
(these figures amounting, when the number of columns is multiplied by the number of
lines, to more than one thousand)".

M. de Brouckere himself has admitted that these figures are very numerous. He thinks
he can reduce them in number. Attention has been drawn to the difficulties in the various
methods of budgetary accountancy, each State having its own method. The technical
difficulties are such that we cannot demand that the manner of setting out these figures should
always be exactly the same. It is for this reason that, while I do not object to the principle
that the most significant information with regard to expenses should be given, I should like,
before I accept this article, that a note should be added to the effect that these figures must
be of an extremely significant character and limited in number.

M. de Brouckere, has asked for twenty-five, but I am not sure that we can accept that
figure of twenty-five. I have no special knowledge in this matter but, nevertheless, I think
that the experts who have to deal with this question must receive very clear instructions from
our Commission if the figures are to be as characteristic and limited as possible.

M. de Brouckere does not limit himself to giving twenty-five figures; he added that they
would have to be completed by detailed information. What information ? That is an
eventuality which I cannot accept and which many delegations will not be able to accept.
I fear that, if we proceed on these lines, we shall not arrive at an agreement at all.

In conclusion, I would repeat that the experts should confine themselves to submitting
to us a clear and simple statement, leaving out all complications.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I sympathise with a great deal of what has fallen
from General de Marinis. I agree with him most fully that we must be very careful in drafting
this Convention, and that we must not try and run before we can walk, to use an ancient simile
of my own country. I agree to that most fully, and General de Marinis will find that, in
the later stages of the discussion on this subject, I shall be exceedingly prudent, in the policy
which I am going to advocate. Further, I agree with him that it would be quite useless to
use these figures as a method of comparison between country and country, and I recognise
that there is and must be a certain danger, however much you assert that they are not to be
so used, that interested and ignorant people will try and make them the basis of such a compari-
son; but ignorant and interested people already do that from the facts that are known;
and the real way to defeat interested and ignorant people is to give the full facts in the clearest
and most definite form. My Government are more likely to suffer from that particular evil
than anyone, because the cost of the British army is notoriously, enormously high in view
of its numbers - higher, I think, than any army except that of the United States, proportio-
nately to its numbers, I mean. Therefore I quite recognise that it is a thing to be considered;
but I do not think it very important, because it does not very much matter what ignorant
and interested people say.

What is it, then, that we really seek ? We seek to have these model statements prepared
in order to have an indication of what is the military policy - using the word "military"
in its widest sense - of the various countries, to show not only whether they are increasing
their arms but what they are doing in a broad, general way. If they are greatly developing
the mechanical side of their army, for instance, that is a matter which is of great importance
and great interest to all the other countries, and it is right that they should be in a position
to know what is going on, and therefore I quite recognise that the experts were perfectly
right in saying that, in order to give that information, it was no use trying to select key items
or special items and say: "We will only deal with them", because what may be a very impor-
tant item for one army may not be a very important item for another army. You must
have something like a general view of what is going on. Too great simplicity will only lead
to mistakes. It is just as easy to give a wrong impression by a simple statement as by a
complicated statement, and we must be careful not to be led into that error; but I entirely
agree with General de Marinis that, subject to the necessity of giving a fair picture of the
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development of the whole military policy of each country, you should make your statement as
simple and as concise as possible.

General de Marinis considered that we should only accept a scheme if not more than two
or three items were allotted to each army. I feel that that is too few in order to give a fair
picture of what is really going on. I agree with him that we ought to put in some caution
at this stage of our enquiry, and I should much prefer to emphasise the penultimate paragraph
of the report itself. I should like to say, in adopting the general principle of a model state-
ment, that we take note of the statement of the Committee that the final model statement
might be drawn up in the form of a relatively simple schedule, with notes showing how the
schedule should be filled in -- that is, something which would be quite simple and easy for
anybody to understand. I think we ought to take note of that and say that in accepting the
idea of a model statement, it is on those lines that we desire to proceed. Again, I think we
ought not to decide the thing absolutely finally now, because I observe that the trial model
statement is headed "For the sole purpose of subsequent study". The Committee of Experts
is to meet again, I believe, on June 7th, to complete its enquiries, and therefore I should propose
that we add that, in accepting the idea of a model statement, it is subject to the possibility
of having to reconsider the matter in the light of the final report of the experts. I think that
in that way we should guard against the dangers that the General fears.

The General had one concluding observation which I thought very important. He said
that it was evident that this idea of a model statement pointed to some central body of control.
I do not know that I should agree with that, but what I should say quite definitely is this 
that this and all other measures of publicity point to the establishment of the supervision of
public opinion. It gives an opportunity, with such assistance as may be given by the
Secretariat and so on, for public opinion really to understand what is going on and to exert
itself in the cause of peace, because, unless we are right in believing that public opinion is
on the side of peace, it is evident that our labours are not going to bear fruit. The real thing
is to give public opinion the opportunity of acting. That is the whole foundation of nine-
tenths of the Covenant of the League of Nations, and I do venture to say to my friend, General
de Marinis, that, unless we are going to make the facts so clear that the public can really
appreciate them, then indeed the only alternative is to have a very stringent measure of
control by some expert body with very large powers which shall watch exactly what is going
on. I think that would be a grave mistake, but I do think that, if we are not driven to the
control of some international body of that kind, then the only alternative is to make our appeal
to public opinion, and that can only be done by making the facts clear, open and obvious, even
to the: meanest intelligence.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). -- I have only a few words to add to what Lord Cecil
has said. I have read the document that has been submitted to us by the financial experts
with great admiration, but, nevertheless, I think that we cannot accept certain points of it.
I reserve the right to return to this question when we have the final draft'before us.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - Obviously, we are here to adopt texts or, if we think that
we cannot accept them, to say so. Therefore, the question which arises at the beginning
of this discussion on budgetary limitation is whether we shall assert - at least in the form
of Point I or in a similar form - the necessity that States should exchange publications dealing
with their budgetary expenditure. Unfortunately, I think that this has led to a certain
confusion and that we are in a somewhat false position since this Point I refers to an annexed
table which is not there or, at any rate, not in its final form.

But, apart from the table, there is the question of principle. Doubtless the final table
will apply the principle. Nevertheless, as M. de Brouckere has said, we shall have to decide
on the principle itself; and we might accept the text of Point I, while making a reservation
in respect of the reference to the attached table, which might be worded in a less definite
manner, since in fact this table does not yet exist.

What are the objections ?
There are no objections to the principle but only to the form of the provisional table

proposed by the experts.
As M. de Brouckere has shown, this provisional table does not deserve the criticisms which

General de Marinis has made. The total of the innumerable items under which the information
with regard to budgets is divided is not as great as stated by the Italian expert in his minority
report. In reality, the items were repeated in respect of each form of armaments.

The number of items in which the proposals of the experts are summarised will have to
be taken separately in respect of each form of armaments. Nevertheless, I agree with General
de Marinis that his table is too complicated.

The experts have, however, left us a certain hope, and it will be sufficient to meet the
views of General de Marinis and, without contradicting the experts, to put that hope on record,
namely, to state that we desire that further study will lead to a reduction of the table in question.
It would therefore be sufficient to instruct the experts to add that very thing, that is to condense
these tables which have been submitted in a form which is somewhat too analytical. I think
we might agree on that.

The second point on which we might agree is the statement of principle. This cannot
be disputed. We shall soon have an important discussion on limitation of budgetary expen-
diture. This will be the central point of the discussion. But publicity of budgetary expen-
diture is the minimum that we can admit. As Lord Cecil, said, it is the very best means
of dispelling misapprehensions. Certain misapprehensions do exist. The figures are known.
They are shown in the newspapers, but they are not explained. It is- most desirable that we
should establish an accurate exchange of budgetary information which would make it possible
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to justify the undoubted inequalities which exist in budgetary expenditure as in other fields.
These differences are inevitable, but they are characteristic of our work, for, though they make
our work difficult, it is from them that it derives its value, since what we are seeking is not to
draw up impossible scales or common denominators to which superficial minds think the
question of disarmament can be reduced. These differences will exist in every sphere of
our work. But that is no reason for not establishing such differences once they are justified,
and such justification will be the work of the Conference. It is not our work; we must confine
ourselves to preparing a draft text, and for this part of our work there should be a first text
asserting that it is necessary that nations should exchange budgetary information in a form
to be settled later, that we hope the form will be as simple as possible and that we take note
of the direction in which the experts are working. But we should at least assert the principle.

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). -- I feel that M. Paul-Boncour did
not fully understand the scope of the remarks which I made in regard to the question of the
limitation of budgetary expenditure.

In view of my general statement on the subject of expenditures, it is obvious that my
Government cannot accept the provisions for the limitations of expenditure appearing in
Point 5 of the Synoptic Analysis. I do not wish to anticipate this -- it is merely to bring
out the point of my remarks.

The position of my Government, however, in regard to publicity similar to that contem-
plated in Point I and 3 of the Synoptic Analysis is well known. It will be remembered that,
at the suggestion of the representatives of the United States at the Arms Traffic Conference in
I925, the treaty then drafted and signed embodied publicity features of a character which
appear to serve well the purpose for which they were intended. No Government, so far
as I am aware, publishes more detailed and better-arranged budgetary information than my
own. I believe that similar action on the part of the Powers who may be signatory to the
Convention which we are engaged in drafting will fully serve the purposes apparently intended
by the provision now under discussion. I venture to suggest, therefore, the inclusion in this
Convention of provisions for full and complete publicity of expenditures for the maintenance
and creation of armaments in the place of the suggested provisions for the limitation of
budgetary expenditure.

My Government has always favoured and still favours the utmost publicity in matters
concerning the limitation and reduction of armaments. This advocacy of publicity extends
to details of budgetary expenditures for the creation and maintenance of armaments. I
believe that the acceptance of provisions for complete publicity in regard to expenditures
for the creation and maintenance of armaments will not only serve the ends apparently
intended by the provision for the limitation of expenditures but will constitute a step on which
we can all agree.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I thank Lord Cecil and M. Paul-Boncour for having
been good enough to associate themselves with some of the arguments I have put forward
and to support some of the criticisms I have made with regard to the model statement of
expenses prepared by the budgetary experts.

Nevertheless, I do not think that all the difficulties I pointed out in connection with this
model statement have been appreciated.

The information asked for in the model statement would, as I have said, compel some
States to fill up the numerous columns of the tables and thus would lead to involuntary
mistakes. If there is no homogeneity between the figures for the various chapters of the
military budgets of States, these figures will not always signify the same for all countries.
They must be interpreted and it may happen that false deductions will be made. To prevent
this, less complicated rules must be laid down so that Governments will have to follow them
when stating their figures. However, it seems to me to be very difficult to do.

I am not opposed to publicity, but I think the article submitted to us is, to some extent,
useless. We undertook to supply all information in the most lucid and complete form possible
when we accepted the Covenant of the League of Nations.

Nevertheless, with regard to publishing information, I should be prepared to accept the
principle suggested by Mr. Gibson, namely, that countries should undertake to give in their
official publications all information relating to military expenses. It would indeed be prefer-
able to adopt this principle. In fact, it answers to the system carried out in all countries
having the parliamentary system. Much inconvenience would arise if countries were compelled
to supply homogeneous data. As I said just now, all countries have not the same methods of
accountancy. It was in order to overcome this difficulty that I proposed only supplying the
Secretary-General of the League of Nations with information relating to clearly defined
expenses. '

Consequently, T should like the statement to be drawn up in the simplest form possible
in order that it may be adapted to the accountancy of various countries.

I repeat that I do not object to publicity nor to supplying information. I would only
point out that, when we accepted the Covenant, we all gave this undertaking.

Before I agree to Point i, which is being discussed, I should like the Commission to draw
up a recommendation for the budgetary experts on the lines suggested by my remarks, but,
of course, I must make a reservation as regards accepting any model statement which may be
submitted to us later, until I can examine it.

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - The Government of the Netherlands has no objection to
supplying financial information in as complete a form as possible.

At the same time, we cannot conceal from ourselves the fact that the statistics proposed
might possibly involve dangerous consequences. A single statement will be prepared from
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the various statements supplied by the Governments, and this fact might lead to the comparison
of items which are not comparable. Such a case has already arisen in respect of the publications
of the League of Nations concerning budgetary expenditure. These publications, however,
contain an introduction in which a special warning is given to the effect that the figures should
not be compared with each other. Nevertheless, they have been compared.

I think that, as Lord Cecil very properly pointed out, we should not be alarmed by the
possibility that the completest publicity may be misused and that we should have a certain
amount of confidence in the power of truth.

With regard to the proposed statement, we can hardly discuss it at the moment, for we
have nothing before us but a draft which is only intended for further consideration. We shall
have an opportunity of examining it later after the month of June, when the Committee of
Experts meets again. We might note that the Committee of Experts would do useful work
if it also dealt with the question of the relation between expenditure in the home countries and
in colonies. In the draft model statement which we have before us at present, this question
is not considered, but before the Convention is complete and ready for signature the question
will have to be considered. There are certain difficulties connected with it, and the Committee
of Experts is really the proper body to solve them.

M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia). - We are now not thinking of adopting any given
model statement but of giving certain instructions to the experts, who will meet for the purpose
of preparing such a model statement. I note that General de Marinis agrees with the principle
of the widest possible publicity. This general acceptance will much assist the work of the
experts. I agree with General de Marinis with regard to the instructions to be given to these
experts, who should endeavour to make the model statement as simple as possible. With
regard to the final approval of the model statement, I see no reason why that should not be
left until the Conference, for such a procedure would much assist the progress of our work.

Viscount CEIL. (British Empire. -- I think we are now so near an agreement that we
might try and formulate a text. As I understand it M. Paul-Boncour thought that some slight
modification in the wording of Point I ought to be made. I agree with him, and I suggest
for the consideration of the French delegation that it would be the following:

"Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secretary General
of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement of the amount proposed to be
expended on its land, naval and air armaments in the current financial year."

Then I would add, as a note to the article, at the bottom, something like this:

"In putting forward this article, the Preparatory Commission takes note of the fact
that the work of the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions is not complete,
and that they hope to produce a relatively simple schedule. The Preparatory Commission
is of opinion that the model statement should be as simple as possible consistently with
the achievement of its object".

That would be a note at the bottom of the page, not part of the Convention itself.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I support Lord Cecil's proposal, but the final words
"consistently with the achievement of its object" oblige me to make a reservation.

I support the proposal on condition that the model statement should be exclusively
used for the purpose of publishing expenditure on national defence and not for purposes of
comparison of limitation, as previously stated by the honourable delegate of the United States.

The PRESIDENT. -- We note Count Bernstorff's reservation.

M. COMNENE (Roumania). -- I entirely agree with Lord Cecil's proposal, and I will take
the liberty of making a suggestion. As soon as the document in question reaches the Secre-
tariat of the League of Nations, the Secretariat might have it circulated to all Governments
in order that they might consider it and submit their observations with regard to it, which
might be circulated to the other delegations; thus, when the Conference met, delegations
would already know the opinion of each Government with regard to the model statement.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). -- I should like to ask Lord Cecil whether he would accept
an addition to the text he proposes, in order that the experts may better understand what
we want to have.

To Lord Cecil's text: "The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the model statement
should be as simple as possible, 'consistently with the achievement of its object," I would add
the words "and that it should be restricted to the most characteristic data in respect of each
category of armaments as shown by the budget of each country, allowance being made for
differences in methods of accountancy".

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). --. I hope very much that General de Marinis will not
insist on this proposal. I think, if he will just give it a moment's thought, he will see that it
would not really be right for us to express an opinion on a technical question of that kind.
The Committee of Budgetary- Experts is there just for that purpose, to draw up such a model
statement as will carry out our general wishes, which will be expressed in the Convention.
I agree with Count Bernstorff, of course, that we shall have to express those very clearly later
on, and that we shall have to exclude, if we do not agree with it, the idea of limitation, and so
on; but surely we ought not to tie the body of experts down by saying . "You are bound to
do it in a particular way". That really is to try and substitute the authority of this Commission
(which is enormous, I have no doubt, from some points of view, but, from the point of view of
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Okperts in budgetary matters, is not quite as great, I should have thought, as that of the
Committee itself) for the authority of that Committee. In those circumstances, I hope that,
General de Marinis will not insist on his words. I do really venture to submit to him that
when we have told them to make the thing as simple as possible, we have gone as far as we
can really go without trying to usurp their functions.

M. DE BROUCKtRE (Belgium). -- Lord Cecil's remarks appear to me quite conclusive.
Undoubtedly, in a number of countries, the budgetary methods obtaining correspond to
profound needs and can hardly be changed. Unless the experts establish a table which
takes these customs into account and enables the States to furnish their statements without
changing these budgetary methods, they will simply have failed in this task as regards this
point. There are habits and methods, however, that do admit of modification, and I venture
to hope that, as we are endeavouring to obtain a Convention for the Reduction and limitation
of Armaments, the States will be prepared, in a matter of secondary importance such as this,
to make certain sacrifices, in order to arrive at uniformity. If General de Marinis's proposal
were kept in its present form - which, I think, goes beyond the author's real intention -
it would be necessary to delete the previous sentence which says that the model statement
should be as simple as possible, consistently with achievement of its object, for, if the text
proposed by General de Marinis just now were admitted, this object could not be attained.

M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia). -- I agree with Lord Cecil that the experts must beallowed
a certain amount of latitude. I speak from my own experience. I think it is better to allow
a certain amount of liberty as regards the choice of methods.

The budgetary experts broke up for the very purpose of examining the possibility of
introducing the model-statement methods into the budgets of their respective countries.
When they come to Geneva, they will have had some experience in the matter. Accordingly,
it seems to me somewhat premature to bind them in the matter now, without knowing the
results of their efforts.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I should be quite prepared to accept the suggestion that
the experts should be told to confine themselves to the most characteristic data of each category
of armaments, and to withdraw the second part of my proposal.

We have already had plenty of experience of what happens when technical Committees
are not given sufficiently definite instructions. This is what happened in Sub-Commission A
which we left absolutely free as regards the replies to our questionnaire.

It is perfectly true that, as regards theory and the actual matter with which they are
dealing, the experts require no instructions from us, but they require to be given certain
practical instructions, political instructions. We have no desire to limit their technical work,
but we must say what we expect of them.

In view of the report now before us, I am anxious to make it clear that we want something
very simple. This point is already mentioned in Lord Cecil's proposal, but I should like to
supplement his text by adding that the statement should be restricted to the most characteristic
data for each category of armaments. I propose this addition in order that we may obtain
a table acceptable to everyone. If this table is to come before us again, we can only hope
that all the delegations will be able to support it and that we shall not have to refer it back
to the experts. That is my idea in proposing this addition to Lord Cecil's text. It is essential
that the experts, who share the views of some of us here, should be given helpful instructions
and should know what the wishes expressed here actually amount to.

I therefore propose the addition of the words "and that it should be restricted to the
most characteristic data for each category of armaments".

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I am afraid it will be quite impossible for me, at any
rate, to accept the suggestion of General de Marinis in that form. We have been looking
at the report and it certainly appears to be the opinion of all the experts except one - that
is to say, ten out of the eleven - that you cannot select key items. Whether that is the exact
meaning of General de Marinis's suggestion or not I am not sure, but I venture to make this
proposition to him - I do not know whether my colleagues will agree with it - that we should
not limit any further the liberty of the Committee, but that we should send to the Committee
specially the Minutes of this sitting, so that it may know all that has been suggested and take
full account of all the suggestions made. I have no doubt that it will give great weight to the
suggestion made by so important a delegation as the Italian delegation, but I suggest that we
should not in any way tie its hands.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I have nothing to add to Lord Cecil's observations.
General de Marinis's suggestion appeared to me quite acceptable, after the deletion of the
particular passage. What troubled me, in this proposal, was the thought that the experts
were being asked to establish statements taking into account all the peculiarities of the
budgets in the different States. Now that this passage has been deleted, however, I see no
objection to the adoption of the Italian delegation's proposal.

May I say, lastly, that I hope the experts will simplify their budgetary statements still
further.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I accept Lord Cecil's proposal that the Minutes ofto-day's
meeting should be sent to the Committee of Experts, in order that it may take into consideration
the opinions expressed during the course of our discussion. I, too, hope that the experts will
simplify the model statements very considerably.
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M. RUTGERS (Netherlands).- I would urge that the Committee of Experts should receive
not only to-day's Minutes but also the Minutes of the meetings at which we discussed the
question of colonial armaments. In its draft model statement the Committee of Experts
established different tables for colonial expenditure - at all events, as regards land and air
forces; there is still some doubt, however, whether by home forces is meant those employed
in the defence of the country or those stationed in the home country.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Since we are agreed in the matter of principle, would it
not be well to ask the Committee of Experts to meet as soon as possible, instead of waiting
until June as arranged ? We should then be able to have the new draft statement and to
discuss it.

M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia).- This would hardly be possible, as the Governments
were given until June Ist to submit their replies.

Point I and Lord Cecil's proposal were adopted.

55. Examination of the Synoptic Analysis. Expenses. Point 2.

British draft. French draft.

This communication will be made not later This communication shallbe made not later than
than . . . in each year. three months after the entry into force of the legal

provisions authorising the expenditure.

M. SATO (Japan). - I should be quite prepared to accept the British text, as it does not,
for the moment, fix the time-limit for submitting the communication. I should prefer not
to specify any time-limit for the communications from the States concerning expenditure.
I cannot say, in any case, whether my Government will accept the period of three months
laid down in the French text. It seems to me preferable to leave the Conference to fix the
time-limit.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). - I wish to direct your attention to a technical detail,
apparently unimportant, but which may, notwithstanding, be of consequence. In certain States
it may sometimes happen that the budget has not been passed by the date on which it should
come into force, in which case provisional monthly estimates are adopted. We ought; surely, to
take this fact into account, and, before we come to the Second Reading, frame a clause indicating
that the States are not thereby exempted during one, two, four or six months, as the case may
be, from the obligation of submitting their declarations, the latter being regarded in such cases
as provisional delcarations.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I am not quite sure of the exact bearing of M. Sato's
proposal. We are all agreed that the Conference must be left to fix the date for this communi-
cation. The point is to determine how this date is to be fixed. It would surely be better to
decide upon a certain number of months - to be determined later - after the entry into force
of the provisions authorising the expenditure, rather than any odd date in the year.

M. SATO (Japan). - I quite agree, but the number of months after the entry into force of
these provisions should be fixed by the Conference.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I accept this proposal.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I think there is a great deal of force in what M. Paul-
Boncour says, and it may be that it will be better to adopt his text. At the same time, there
is also a good deal of force in what M. de Brouckere said, and his point would be met by the
British wording, because it would require a return to be made on a particular date in each
year. It might be very late in the year, but you would at any rate get it on that date, whereas
it sometimes happens in foreign countries (not in my own) that the budget is carried over
from year to year and you would not get any return at all until the budget had actually been
authorised, and that might raise considerable difficulty.

I should be quite content to adopt either text at a First Reading, because it is evidently
a matter that would require expert consideration, and I should.therefore like to know what other
people think on the subject.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). - There has been some suggestion of referring the question
to the experts: I would urge that nothing of the sort should be done. These are political
questions and I think that we shall have no difficulty in solving them.

Since we are discussing details, may I be allowed to say a few words ? I see considerable
objections to the proposal to be found in the left-hand column. Certain States, no matter
what date was selected, would be obliged to give information which was already out of date,
information which might be more than a year old. I think that, if we made a list of the dates
on which the budgetary year begins in the different States, we should find very considerable
variety. The soundest solution of the difficulty appears to me to be to accept the text in
the right-hand column. The very fact that a State votes provisional monthly credits means
that it authorises expenditure, and it will thus be obliged to forward due notification to this
effect, so that if a State, instead of voting a single budget, votes two, three or four provisional
credits, it will have to submit one, two, three or four declarations and will thus be in the same
position as any other State.
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M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - I should like to ask a question. Will the States also
undertake to communicate the budget amendments and supplementary credits which, for
my country, for example, are sometimes voted after the close of the budgetary year ? There
would be no end to the procedure and the various statements might even become quite
incomprehensible if a country began by voting provisional credits, these being followed by the
main budget with modifications coming after.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I do not know what happens in other countries, but
in my own country there is a system of supplementary estimates; that is to say, if it is found
that the annual budget has not provided for everything - some unexpected expenditure has
occurred - that is put into a supplementary estimate and is voted and becomes law quite
separately. Under the strict reading of the text on the right, it would be necessary on every
supplementary estimate to send a fresh statement to the League. That might be rather an
inconvenient plan; I do not know; I would not like to say. I only desire to reserve a
final opinion until the Second Reading because I should like to ask my experts whether there
are practical difficulties in the way.

Point 2 was adopted as set out the right-hand column, leaving the number of months blank.

56. Examination of the Synoptic Analysis. Expenses. Point 3.

Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of
Nations a statement, in the form set out in the annex, showing the amount actually expended on its
land, naval and air armaments during the preceding financial year.

The PRESIDENT. - We shall now examine Point 3, common to both British and French
drafts.

The text might be brought into line with that of Point I.
Point 3 was adopted.

57. Examination of the Synoptic Analysis. Expenses. Point 4.

British draft. French draft.
This communication shall be made not later This communication shall be made before the

than . . . in each year. expiry of the . . month following the end
of the budgetary year and the full budgetary period
(exercice).

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I hope the French delegation will allow me to say that
the expressions "end of the budgetary year" and "the full budgetary period" have no very
definite meaning, as far as I know, from the British point of view. It is no doubt directed to
their own particular system. I should have thought that in this case it would probably be
better to have a fixed date because, after all, the expenditure must be made within the year.
What we want to know is how much money is actually bei spent within the year. It does
not matter if it is made in accordance with the budget or not in accordance with the budget.
I should have thought in this case it would be better to have a fixed date, possibly the last day
of the year in which the statement could be made.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I am not so particular about the actual formula. My
point is very simple : it is essential that too long a time should not elapse between the expen-
diture and the notification. There is obviously less risk of this period being too long if we fix
a certain number of months after the expenditure. Lord Cecil tells me that the words do
not bear the same meaning in his country as in mine, but the rule should certainly be the
same; it is a question of terminology rather than substance.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I quite agree. I should have thought that, since
there probably is a little difference in the way we manage our budgets, it would be better to
take so many months after the end of the year.

M. DE BROUCKfRE (Belgium). - It would be better to say "so many months after the
end of the budgetary year".

The PRESIDENT. -- Does everyone approve of the following formula: "This communication
shall be made before the expiry of so many months after the end of the budgetary year"?

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). --- A.s the experts are to study the model statement, and since
none of us are budgetary experts, I suggest that this point should be held over. I do not
know if it is possible for my Government to give exact figures after the close of the budgetary
year, I doubt it and so I desire to submit the fullest reservations as regards this point.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - We must establish a distinction, as regards notification,
between actual expenditure, which will be notified so many months after the end of the
budgetary year, and the final accounts, as in some internal accountancy systems (for example,
the "Cour des Comptes") where certain expenditure for previous financial years may not
be settled until twenty years after it has been incurred.

We must make it quite clear that this is not the kind of expenditure that is meant. Such
expenditure is provisional in the strict sense of the word as used in accountancy, but what
we have in view is not so much accountancy as notification. Expenditure incurred must
be described' exactly as is intended by the Convention.



Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I think it is quite clear what we all mean. We all
mean the same thing, which is a delightful circumstance; but what exact form of words
ought to be employed to carry our meaning into effect does not seem quite clear. That is
a matter which, if necessary, we can come back to later.

The PRESIDENT. -- We may regard the point as provisionally adopted in the text which
I read.

This was agreed to.

58. Procedure. Method of Work.

The PRESIDENT. - I have to inform you that a very important proposal has been laid
before me. This is a request signed by twelve delegates urging that in future we should in
principle have only one meeting a day at IO.I5 a.m.

The discussion on this proposal is now open. I can give no opinion in the matter. If
there is a majority in favour of limiting our hours, the Bureau will be prepared to accept this
view.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). -- I have no intention whatsoever of opposing the proposal.
I stated my opinion very frankly yesterday on a subject which I consider as anything but a
proposal concerning procedure; however, I shall, of course, fall in with the wishes of the
majority of my colleagues.

At the same time, I wonder whether it would not be possible to make a slight concession
to those who wish our work to proceed more rapidly. My suggestion is that meetings should
be held in the afternoon instead of in the morning. If we have one meeting a day at Io.I5 a.m.,
allowing for starting late, that amounts to two and a-half hours' work or fifteen hours a week,
which is really not very much, especially as we shall be having a few days' holiday. Such
being the case, we can hardly arrive at an agreement before May Ist, the date upon which
we may be obliged, in view of serious technical considerations, to consider whether it may not
be necessary to suspend our work.

If we have longer meetings, there is some chance of achieving useful results.

M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia). -- As a member of the Bureau, I should like to submit
a proposal in the nature of a compromise. Could we not have two meetings a week in the
afternoon, from to 3 to 7 p.m., and a morning meeting on the other days ?

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). -- Of course, I shall accept and work loyally to any
plan that my colleagues prefer, but I confess that I should rather regret it if we did not generally
sit in the morning. To begin with, I think the work is best done in the morning. I doubt,
moreover, the advantage of very long sittings without a break. I think that three hours is
about as long at a time, on a subject of this kind, as we ought to sit if good work is to be done.
On those points very likely my opinion is quite wrong. That is my own opinion. But there
is another reason why I rather prefer the morning sitting, and it is this. I observe that the
statement which we have before us uses the expression en principe, and I should very much
like to emphasise those words. I accept the view of my colleagues that they do not want to
sit, generally speaking, more than once a day, but I do hope that that does not mean that
they will not be quite ready to sit in the afternoon if we have to finish a particular subject
of discussion. For instance, suppose we had begun the question of limitation of expenses this
morning, and had found that, although we had got a certain way with it, there was still an
hour or so more to be spent in finally reaching an agreement, I think it would be a great pity
then not to have a sitting in the afternoon in order to finish the discussion on which we were
actually engaged. While accepting - as I am, of course, bound to accept, though I regret
it -- the wish of my colleagues only to sit as a general rule once a day, I hope that this means
only as a general rule, and that we are quite prepared to sit when necessary in order to get to
a conclusion, twice a day. If that is to be so, of course there is an advantage in having the
sitting normally in the morning, because that gives us an opportunity of sitting in the afternoon,
whereas if we only meet in the afternoon we have no opportunity of sitting a second time
in a day if it is necessary to reach a conclusion. As I say, I put forward these views for the
consideration of my colleagues, not, I need hardly say, with the least desire of saying that I
will not work in any other way. I will work, of course, in any way they like.

M. SOKAL (Poland). -- I am only speaking in my personal capacity, but I do not think that
the proposal of the delegate for Czechoslovakia is any more practical or in keeping with the
views expressed yesterday than the proposal just submitted.

As regards M. de Brouckere's remarks, I might point out that our proposal amounts to
a concession on the part of those who are anxious for the work to proceed more rapidly, for
we are convinced that the rapidity of our labours is not necessarily proportionate to the hours
of work. My experience in other fields of work, in which I am perhaps better informed, has
shown me that workers' output is not proportionate to the hours they work. On these grounds,
I would direct my colleagues' attention to the position of the secretaries, interpreters and
typists of the League Secretariat who are co-operating with us. They are all working overtime.
That is all very well for a short time, but our Commission has already been sitting for some
weeks, so that this consideration must be taken into account.

I might say, in reply to Lord Cecil, that we used the words "in principle" in order to
allow for exceptional cases in which it might be necessary to hold a meeting in the afternoon.
We did not mean that there should be a meeting in the afternoon on any or every occasion.



We have already decided that Wednesday and Saturday afternoons should be left free, but
that is not enough. We think that, in the interests of the Commission's work, we should have
other days in the week for our work outside the meetings, for example, for consultations with
the experts.

I think, then, that it would be best to adopt the proposal now before us; I am convinced
that there is no danger of the consequences feared by M. de Brouckere.

If we had two meetings a day, it would be very difficult for the Press to follow -our work
satisfactorily. Their co-operation is of great value, so that I think we should take into account
the technical possibilities of their work.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). -- I do not wish to prolong this discussion, but M. Sokal
has made so courteous an appeal to me that I feel I must reply. I am under no misapprehension
as to the real feelings of my colleagues. I know that their action is due to the fact that they
have remained more optimistic than I have. If I could believe, as they do, that we are not
living in a world where war is actually raging at the present moment and the dangers of war
are every day becoming more marked; if I thought that the political tendency during the
last few years had been towards greater brotherhood between the nations, I should not have
expressed the views to which I have just given utterance.

M. Sokal has reminded us of the necessity of shorter hours of work for ourselves and for
others. I should obviously be in a very difficult position if my comrades had grounds for
reproaching me with having jeopardised the eight-hour day to which they attach so much
importance. I might say, however, that I have sometimes seen them working twenty-four
hours a day themselves; that was when the miners sent out their appeal, when fires broke
out in the galleries. Then there were lives to be saved, and I should hardly deserve a good
reception from my comrades if I went back and told them that, on another occasion when
there were lives to be saved, I was found wanting.

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). - I propose to be very brief because
I realise that, if I prolong this discussion much longer, there is a danger that an afternoon
session will have to be called to discuss whether we shall have an afternoon session. However,
I do think it is important that we should make clear the one essential point that we are working
for. M.-de Brouckere and the rest of us are working for exactly the same thing, but he has
spoken of the proposal with which I have had the honour to associate myself, with a number
of other colleagues, as a proposal to have shorter hours of working. I think I must point
out that this is not an entirely correct estimate of our intentions. We want to have shorter
hours of sitting in order that we may have longer hours of work. We feel that we should
reach our objective more clearly and more effectively if we could work longer and sit less.

M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia). - I am quite convinced by Lord Cecil's arguments, and
desire to withdraw my proposal.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I support the proposal that we should hold one meeting
a day in the morning, save in exceptional cases.

I suggest that the meeting should begin promptly at io o'clock.

The PRESIDENT. - In future, then, we shall meet at io o'clock and sit until 1.15 if necessary.
In exceptional cases, we can decide whether we wish to have an afternoon meeting.

The Commission rose at I.Io p.m.

TWENTY-THIRD PUBLIC MEETING.

Held at Geneva on Friday, April 8th, I927, at IO a.m.

President :M. LOUDON (Netherlands).

59. Examination of the Synoptic Analysis. Expenses. Point 5.

French draft.

In each of the Contracting States the total
annual expenditure counted per budgetary year
and allocated according to Tables ........ 
to land, sea and air armaments shall not exceed
the figures approved by the several Contracting
States in the present Treaty and mentioned in the
said tables.

The PRESIDENT. - The discussion is now open on Point 5 of the chapter on Expenses.

M. SATO (Japan). - Limitation of armaments usually leads to a reduction of expenditure
on national defence. I am convinced that everyone will make every possible effort to achieve
this desirable result. Nevertheless, I am not sure whether the right way to get limitation of
armaments is to limit budgetary expenditure.

Sub-Commissions A and B came to the conclusion that, in the present state of affairs,
expenditure on national defence cannot afford a fair basis of comparison between the armaments
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of different countries, for a number of reasons which I will not repeat to-day, as Mr. Gibson.
enumerated them yesterday. For these reasons, data concerning budgetary expenditure
can only help in a comparison between the sums allotted to national defence by a specific
country for one year and those set aside for the same purpose in other years. Politically, as
Lord Cecil very justly remarked yesterday, this is of great importance, for it gives the public
a chance to ascertain definitely whether there is an excessive increase in a country's military
budget or not.

This very reasonable wish to examine the facts can be satisfied by applying the provisions
contained in the articles which we have just adopted on First Reading, since they not only
ensure publicity but also facilitate the examination of the budgets of foreign countries by
means of the proposed model statement. This constitutes a sufficiently strong guarantee for
public opinion, and if we can obtain this desirable result we ought to be satisfied. Personally,
I could not support any proposal which attempted to go further.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium). - I doubt whether any good purpose can be served by
prolonging the discussion on this point. We have heard a number of our colleagues give very
definite opinions on the question, intimating that they are against the proposal. As our
decisions here have to be unanimous, I think it is not practically possible to reach a solution
on this point.

It is no use fighting against facts. Nevertheless, I think I should fail in my duty if
I did not point out briefly my reasons for thinking that, in refusing to limit expenditure, we
are running a grave risk of missing our aim altogether.

Why do we want to limit armaments ? Because in themselves they increase the danger
of war, and also because the competition in armaments which has begun, and which we wish
to stop, forms an intolerable burden on the nations, bows them down under the weight of
taxation and endangers their whole economic life. If we wish to limit armaments, must
we not first of all limit the most visible and obvious aspect of them, that aspect which has
probably attracted more of the public attention than any other - expenditure ?

We are told that we are all agreed that expenditure must be limited. The only question
is whether the limitation should be direct or indirect. For my part, I am very much inclined
to associate myself on this point with Lord Cecil's wise remark that we should only resign
ourselves to indirect limitation when direct limitation proves impossible, and that, when we
want to do something, we ought to do it straight out. The simplest method of limiting
expenditure is not to set up a complicated, indirect system but to go straight for the goal and
to say that not more than a certain amount shall be expended.

Obviously, if the obstacles to this limitation of expenditure proved insurmountable, we
should have to attempt the inevitable; but the difficulties which have been pointed out
do not seem to me such that we ought to abandon our convictions. What have the objections
been ? We have been told that limitation of expenditure is not a good system of comparison.

I would reply that it is not a system of comparison at all; it is a system of limitation.
We have set out to draw up a Convention for the limitation of armaments, not in any sense a
Convention for the comparison of them. Every solution we have thought of so far we have
tried to invest with this character of limitation, without worrying in the very least to find
out how we were to establish comparisons between the legitimate armaments that each State
may retain. That is a task for the future; it is the essential task that the Disarmament
Conference itself will have to perform. Obviously, a country with a voluntary army will
have much higher expenditure than a country with the conscription system. Where a soldier's
pay is a halfpenny, expenditure will be lower than where it is a dollar, or several dollars.
Nevertheless, it will be possible in the case of each country, given fixed figures for its number
of soldiers and its purchases of material, to say what expenditure this involves, and consequently
to lay down a maximum figure which may not be exceeded after a given date.

I do not want to waste your valuable time, but I must draw your attention to the following
point.

A number of delegations say: "As regards expenditure, let us be content with indirect
limitation". But, I ask you, what kind of indirect limitation? What have we limited so far ?
Have we limited effectives ? No. We all agree in saying that the number of military effectives
must be limited, but a number of our colleagues are still doubtful whether the number of
airmen and the number of seamen should also be limited. In short, though we agree in saying
that each country shall not exceed a certain number of men under arms or wearing soldier's caps
we do not yet know whether we shall not be able to reinforce them by an indefinite
number of men wearing sailor's caps. We have not yet reached any limitation : we have not
reached a limitation of air effectives and we have not reached a limitation of naval effectives.

We have not yet reached a limitation of aircraft, because we do not yet know whether
we must count all aircraft, or, if people take the precaution of putting some machines on board
ships, such machines will not escape limitation. We have not yet, unfortunately, succeeded
in limiting naval material. We have not limited anything at all.

We have succeeded in reaching an agreement on some fairly important points, but I
am very much afraid that, if our work goes on on the lines on which it is proceeding now, we
shall have to give our Convention a different name. It will be perhaps a Publicity Convention,
a Convention laying down certain arrangements relative to armaments, but it will not be a
Convention for limitation.

Before sitting down, I should like to indicate the downward steps by which, as I see it,
we have proceeded.
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We began with that celebrated trilogy, which has aroused such enthusiasm: Arbitration,
Security and Disarmament. We then said: "We are not concerned with disarmament but
with reduction". Then, in a subsequent stage of our work, it was pointed out to us that it
would perhaps be too ambitious to attempt reduction, and that we should have to content
nourselves with limitation. Well, we have now reached a point when we may have to erase
even this last word.

I must say that I had hoped hitherto that we should at least succeed in limiting the most
obvious aspect of armaments -- expenditure - and by this means prevent a fresh competition
in armaments and that accumulation of material which is the most dangerous form of prepa-
ration for war. I had hoped that, rich nations and poor nations alike, we should succeed in
agreeing that a rich nation must not make ill use of its riches to arm itself to the teeth and
accumulate material for crushing its neighbour.

If this feeling is not shared by us all, it is quite obvious that there is no use whatever
continuing these discussions, and, as I said just now, when the speeches are over, there is
nothing for me to do but resume my seat.

M. ERICH (Finland). - The Finnish delegation considers limitation of expenditure to be a
most useful supplement to other methods of limiting armaments.

We have observed in the course of our deliberations that doubts have been expressed
whether such-and-such a proposed method could really place any serious obstacle in the way
of the competition in armaments.

In the opinion of the Finnish delegation, limitation of expenditure is a method that offers
guarantees worth having in this respect. Technical progress leads to more and more costly
forms of armament. Certain financial restrictions therefore are necessary to make it difficult
to utilise technical improvements to an unlimited and arbitrary extent.

It is, however, obvious that budgetary limitations are only a supplementary method, and
must be combined with direct limitation.

The differences between States, which originate in geographical situation, cost of living,
habit, and social conditions, exercise nevertheless a considerable influence in this respect.
For example, it is quite natural that for climatic reasons many countries should be obliged
to furnish their armies with both summer and winter equipment.

Limitation of expenditure would be a means of smoothing out the inequalities and filling
up the gaps left by the separate application of some particular form of limitation.

Viscount CECIL (British Empire). - I hope the Commission will not be unduly distressed
by the somewhat melancholy oration which M. de Brouckere has made this morning. I think
he looks at things too blackly. I have been in this movement to try to establish a new inter-
national system since the outset. I can assure M. de Brouckere that I have often felt as he
feels, that we were not getting on at all. Very often during the discussion of the Covenant
I felt a melancholy realisation of how little we were doing, and I comforted myself as far as
I could with the old story, which is very well known, of the man who asked a statesman
what were the qualities that were required for the conduct of public affairs, and he said that
they were three. He was asked what was the first, and he said "Patience". He was asked
what was the second, and he said "Patience". He was asked what was the third, and he said
"Patience". I am afraid that that, though depressing, is true, and I think, if he will allow
me to say so, that M. de Brouckere painted the picture in rather too dark colours. For instance,
he said that there had been a steady deterioration in our objects, that we had begun with the
idea of disarmament, that we had then retired to the position of reduction, and had then gone
to the final resource of limitation, and that we are now abandoning that. Well, I do not think
that is quite accurate. We began with the phrase in Article 8, "Reduction and Limitation",
and when we talked of disarmament it was always understood that that was intended. There
was never any suggestion that there was any prospect of a complete abandonment of the arms
of all nations. I myself have not abandoned the hope that this Conference will result in a
reduction of armaments. I am very confident that if it goes through, it will result, at any
rate in some respects, in a reduction of armaments.

In spite of M. de Brouckere, I believe that we have already achieved a considerable stage
towards a definite limitation. I take a more sanguine view of the limitation of the land forces.
We have limited, very largely through M. de Brouckere's and M. Paul-Boncour's efforts, the
period of service. That is something. I was told during the discussion that it was a very great
deal. As you know, the British were anxious to extend the limitation to other fields besides
the actual limitation of effectives with the colours. Though I regret that we were not able to
persuade the Commission to go to that length, I think we did a great deal in the limitation
of land forces. But M. de Brouckere says : "Oh, you have done really nothing, because you
have not limited, so far, the effectives on the sea and in the air". Well, does he really think
that that is true, that you have left a complete liberty because you have not limited the
effectives of the sea and air ? Surely not. Surely you have practically limited the effectives
in the air by limiting the number of fighting machines, and I have every hope that we shall
limit in some way or another the ships of war, and, if you do so, you limit automatically the
number of sailors. At least, that is our contention. As to the suggestion that you have not
limited the aircraft because you have not directly limited the number of aircraft carried
on ships, I think M. de Brouckere forgets that you have limited already the number of ships
that can carry aircraft, and, since they cannot carry more than a certain number of aircraft,
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you have limited the number of aircraft on the ships. Moreover, it is not really practical to
suggest that a nation is going to carry the greater part, or even a considerable part, of its
air armaments on ships ; the greater part must be based on land. But I do not despair at all
of arriving at an agreement as to the direct limitation of aircraft on ships. The matter is
still open.

I venture to say to M. de Brouckere that I hope that he, of all men, will not be discouraged.
The Commission owes a great deal to his inspiration and his ability and to the lucidity and
force of his advocacy of the reduction and limitation of armaments. I should be indeed dis-
couraged if I thought that those efforts were going to be in any way less vigorous in the future.
I am accused in my own country of being an unpractical idealist. Well, I believe that tobe
a false accusation. I have always endeavoured to recollect that, in dealing with human affairs
you very often have to take the second best. You may wish for the best. You may wish for
the first, but you very often have to be content with what is second best, and the real thing
you have got to try and find is a practical solution, a solution which will move you as much
further forward as you can go, even if it only moves you a little further forward. For life is
dynamic and not static ; it is a question of which way you are going. If you are going forward,
even if you are going slowly forward, that is all that in this world of sorrow and sin you can
hope for.

I would not have wearied the Commission with this preface but for my fear that M. de
Brouckere's observations might perhaps have been misunderstood outside and lead people
to think that one of the chief advocates of disarmament - and I use the word in the popular
sense - had lost courage and faith.

Now, as to the possibility of limiting expenses, personally I am very strongly convinced
that a limitation of armament expenses is exceedingly desirable. I would not say it is absolutely
necessary; I think it is a very important secondary method of limiting armaments. I think
it is very likely the only way in which you can limit the actual weapons employed on land.
I am very anxious that we should do it, but I am not convinced that the proposal to state a
figure beyond which expenses shall not go is, at the present stage of the question, the most
practically efficient way of accomplishing our object.

Let me examine, if I may, the proposal that is actually before us in that direction. It
consists of two suggestions, a limitation of the total figures of expenditure on land, sea and
air armaments, including, that is, not only the actual expenditure on weapons but the expen-
diture on personnel, on everything. If you examine the budgets of different countries you will
find that the amount that is spent on the actual weapons is a comparatively small fraction,
sometimes a very small fraction, of the total expenditure on armaments, and it is with the
object of limiting the weapons that you want the limitation of expenditure, because we are
attacking the limitation of the personnel, at any rate on land, from a more direct point of
view. If it be true - and I think an examination of the figures will show that it is true - that
a comparatively small part of the total expenditure on land armaments is devoted to weapons,
it is evident that a very small adjustment of the amount that you are spending on the total
army will enable you to increase the amount you are spending on machines and weapons
without seriously diminishing the effective force of your personnel. I, therefore, do arrive
at the conclusion that a mere limitation of the total figure, particularly if it is extended not only
to land but to land, sea and air as a total global figure, would really have next to no effect
in limiting the total weapons of the country, and what you have to fear really is this - partly,
no doubt, a general growth of the expenditure on armaments, but I do not think that is very
likely to occur in the present financial condition of the world. What is a danger, a conceivable
danger and a formidable one, is this, that if you conceive a country having designs of carrying
out a great policy of aggression at some time, what you have to fear is that at a given moment
it will be able to concentrate a large amount of its resources in building up an overwhelming
army. Well, I cannot see that any limitation of total expenditure is going to prevent that.
To begin with, there is nothing to show that it will ask for and obtain this strict and rigid
amount that it spends. It will probably ask for a little margin, saying, with some truth,
that it must have a little margin for unforeseen emergencies. It is quite easy to save up that
margin year by year, and have in your pocket a large resource which can be used at any
moment to increase suddenly and overwhelmingly the armed force of the country.

That is to some extent true, though not equally true, even if you adopt the second proposal,
namely, to limit the amount spent on actual war material. There is no definition of war material,
and I think it will not be a very easy thing to define. But, assuming you get over that difficulty,
assuming you can do it, what is the actual proposal ? That you shall state a figure for each
country of the amount that it will be allowed to expend in the whole five years on war material,
that you shall then divide that by five and say that the annual amount to be spent on war
material, which extends to the three services, is to be one-fifth of the total amount. But you

are also to say that, if the whole of that amount is not spent in any one year, the' surplus may
be carried forward year after year and accumulated. Well, I must say I think that is a very
dangerous provision. It seems to me that a provision of that kind opens the widest door to
just the kind of possibility I have been suggesting - that, if there is such a thing as an aggres-
sive power, here will be an opportunity for it, within the strict limits of the Convention, in
a manner to which nobody will have the slightest right to object, to build up gradually a
great reserve which can be used in order to arm for the final method of aggression. I cannot
think that that is a satisfactory provision, and yet I quite see why the authors of it put it in,
because, particularly at this present moment, particularly in matters like the air and, to a
very large extent, on land, we are in a period of transition. We are moving, too, towards
greater mechanisation of all our services, military and civil, and you cannot undertake to
say: This is the right amount to spend for each year for five years. You must leave a certain
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elasticity in order to prevent, at any rate in our present stage of knowledge, inconveniences
to which no country in its present frame of mind would agree to submit. I am afraid that
if, as we now stand, we were to attempt to fix a hard-and-fast, rigid limit, we should do worse
than fail in our object ; we should give to an ill-disposed Power the opportunity of preparing
for a great aggression within the limits of the Convention under conditions which it would
be impossible for any other Power, any threatened Power, to object to, because it would be
within the actual limits and rigid conditions which the Convention contained. Now, I do not
say for a moment that that is a position which will always persist. I think it is very likely
we shall get beyond that and be able to do a great deal more than we can do at the present
moment. But I cannot help feeling that, particularly in the face of the report of our budgetary
experts, it is very difficult to say that we are in a position now to know exactly what we ought
to do with regard to such a matter as that. The report, if anyone reads it carefully, is full
of statements which do honour to the prudence of the authors of them. I will read from page

3'
"At the present stage, and subject to a more thorough enquiry into this matter, it

may be affirmed that States cannot in all cases extract from budget figures the total
amount of revenue paid into the Treasury".
Then it goes on to discuss the question of categories and points out the difficulty that at

present exists in forming any scheme that would be satisfactory in dealing with them. Well,
I cannot help feeling that in this matter we should do well to be satisfied with a smaller advance
than M. de Brouckere desires - and, for that matter, I desire. I think we are in the same position
as we were in Paris in I919. We are trying an entirely new experiment, something which has
never been done since the foundation of the world, so far as we know, and we have got to
proceed with great care and. great caution, or otherwise we shall put on paper something
which looks very pretty and satisfying but will not in fact ever become an effective international
instrument. I should like to see certain the establishment of this system of model returns
from all nations. I think that is an immensely important advance on anything we have done.
I think, if that is accepted and carried through properly, it will bring before the world in a
way that has never yet been brought before it exactly what is happening with regard to military
expenditure. There will be a clear statement of the tendency of the military policy of each
country. I believe that would be an immense step forward. I would go further than that.
In the British draft we have included in the Preamble a statement "that the purpose of the
limitation of armaments by international agreement is to diminish the risk of aggressive
action by one State against another, and that all agreements for limitation of armaments
should be construed in the light of that purpose". I think that might be possibly put in more
precise and clearer language in some part of the Convention. The object of it is to enable
any Power to say : Notwithstanding the fact that there is no direct breach of this agreement,
yet the course of your expenditure is such as to lead us to believe that you are really making
preparations for aggressive action. That is a matter which must be brought before whatever
authority we think ought to have the power of dealing with such a matter as that. I should
hope that, however we settle the complicated and difficult question of control, we shall not
in any way cut down the present activities of the Secretariat in watching the military
expenditure of the various countries. On the contrary, I should hope that, with the model
statement before them, they will be able to keep an even closer observation on everything
that is going on, and that the Council will be informed, and the Assembly will be annually
informed by their annual returns of expenditure, of exactly what is taking place. With that
kind of machinery, I am confident myself that you would get a very great diminution of the
danger of increased expenditure on armaments, and you would get a very great safeguard
against the possibility of transferring the race in armaments from the race in numbers to
a race in material, which I quite agree is a very serious danger. But in one of his early speeches
M. de Brouckere made another suggestion, namely, that we ought to be able to do a good
deal by perfecting the system which we began by the Traffic in Arms Convention by adding
to it not only a supervision of private manufacture but of State manufacture as well. With
that proposal I am in extreme sympathy, and, as M. de Brouckere is aware, I think, my Govern-
ment is prepared to accept a reform on those lines. It would not be proper to go into the
details of it now. It seems to me that, with that and with the gradual systematised and
improved growth of publicity which we are providing, particularly with whatever control we
accept, we are going a very long way towards the goal which M. de Brouckere wishes to
reach. But I go a little further even than that. I think we ought to agree that limitation of
expenditure is a desirable thing in itself. We ought to say to the world: We adopt this because we
think, for various reasons, some of which M. de Brouckere has already touched on, this is as
far as we can go for the moment. But it is only a step in what we want to do in the future. At the

end of five years we hope we can go further than that, and with the system we shall have
then, with the model statements as to the actual expenditure of the various countries, we
shall then be able to establish, we hope, a more efficient system of limitation. I think we
should go a long way if we agreed in advance on those lines. Many people - many, if I may
say so very respectfully to M. de Brouckere, on the left in international thought, with whom
I have great sympathy - thought at the time that the Covenant was established that it was
so weak, so ineffective, that it was going to do no good and it was a fraud. I myself had to
argue with such people in my own country. There were attacks from both sides - the right,
which said that we were doing much too much, and the left, that we were doing so little that
it was quite useless. There was a great deal to be said for them. I remember a tremendous
attack on the necessity for unanimity - how you would never get a unanimous decision
from the Council or Assembly. I remember the scorn that was poured on the statement that
the mere publication provided for in Article I5 would ever be of service. I think experience
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has shown that the critics were too depressed, and that the Covenant really did make a great
advance - at least I hope so - in the international life of the world. I believe if we now,
in dealing with this very difficult question of expenditure on armaments, are satisfied with
a systematised form of publicity, together'with, following the precedent of the Covenant,
an international body which would keep an eye on any sinister movements in that expenditure,
we should have gone a very long way towards limitation, and taken a step which would enable
us to go still further at the end of five years from the present time.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - We all must feel that this morning's debate, after M.
de Brouckere's grave words and Lord Cecil's reply, goes far beyond the exact topic which
was on the agenda. I do not complain of this. We are no longer dealing with the naval question.
We shall, I trust, come back to it soon; the question remains, for all that, at the back of
our minds as we speak. Sailors have a habit, and it is a good one, of making their reckoning.
They do it, indeed, every day. M. de Brouckere has attempted to make his reckoning. He was
right. It is well to know exactly where one is. Are his conclusions pessimistic ? I do not
know. Are they founded on fact ? Certainly. We are fortunate in having as President of
this Commission a representative of a country one of whose very great heroes made a remark
which is one of the finest in history. He said : "To dare, one need not hope; to persevere,
one need not succeed." Our Commission might take these words as its motto. They apply
to the rather gloomy statement of the situation made by M. de Brouckere, and they may serve
also to give us encouragement and strength not to abandon our task.

To dare, one need not hope I Undeniably, we are faced with difficulties; but a great
number of these we could not hope to escape, and for that reason they should not discourage
us. We undertook of our own free will a task which logically, according to the method repeatedly
adopted by the Assemblies of the League of Nations, ought to have been preceded by
another. Arbitration, Security, Disarmament ! It is undeniable that a large part of our diffi-
culties arises from the fact that, of our own free will - I myself was one of those responsible,
and I do not in the least seek to deny it - we insisted on starting on the preparatory work
for a reduction of armaments before the necessary organisation for international security
had been set up. So long as this international organisation does not exist, or so long as local
security pacts, based on the general spirit of the Covenant, covering the different regions
of Europe and the world in general, have not been established in sufficient number, it is unde-
niable that a certain number of nations will not be able to come here with their minds so free
and their hearts so determined as if they had come in different circumstances. Nevertheless,
considering the technical difficulties of the task of disarmament - which is absolutely different
from what over-simple or over-demagogic minds imagine it to be; which is complex; which
is long; which has never in history been attempted in concrete fashion - we are still doing
a most valuable thing in pursuing this task if, at the same time, we pursue the policy of interna-
tional security of which I spoke just now. What we have to do is the technical work; remember
this, gentlemen, and do not be discouraged. We have to reply to the Council; to a question-
naire which it has put before us. We have to say whether a programme can be drawn up so
definite as to take the definite form of a preliminary draft Convention. That is our task. Having
reached the point at which we now stand, can we carry it through ?

M. de Brouckere was right, in his dispassionate analysis of the situation - and Lord
Cecil, in answering him, came to the same conclusion - in saying that, when all is said and
done, in the positive conclusions which we have reached, in the definite texts which we shall
be able to lay before the Council for a future Conference, all that we have really touched is
the limitation of land effectives. Lord Cecil was right in saying that this is not to be despised
- far from it. The limitation of land effectives, and - as a condition of this limitation, or,
if you prefer it, as its result - the limitation of the period of service for land armies. But I
cannot agree - if I did, I should be even more pessimistic than M. de Brouckere, who is not
generally a pessimist - that we are dropping the limitation of air and naval effectives altogether,
for to do so would be to compromise the limitation of land effectives. We must not forget
that our Conference is one for general disarmament. This is the whole basis of our discussions.
I am not speaking in diplomatic phrases. I am speaking with absolute sincerity, and I do not
think that the limitation of air and naval units is buried - I think that it is only postponed.

Why should this sort of general review of what we have done, this attempt to discover the
precise point we have reached, arise when we are considering the limitation of budgetary
expenditure ? I quite understand M. de Brouckere's train of thought, and I quite share it.
It is not for any of us to attempt to bring pressure to bear on the delegations of great countries
without whose adhesions the different points of the Convention cannot hope to succeed;
it is not for us to try to induce them to adopt a point of view other than that which, to judge
from the explanations they have given in the names of their Governments, appears now to
be theirs. But I also entirely agree with M. de Brouckere that we must not omit to point
out the formidable gap-which will be left in a Convention for the limitation of armaments
if it does not include the limitation of expenditure on armaments. This is not only a gap but,
if you will allow me to say so, it is an injustice. Yes, an injustice, for, after all, when I listened
to-day and yesterday to the objections which were made, arising out of the difficulty of limiting
budgetary expenditure, each word that fell on my ears, each argument brought forward,
seemed to me equally applicable to the limitation of effectives, and each difficulty that was
pointed out in connection with the limitation of expenditure corresponded to difficulties
of a very similar nature, and equally great, in the limitation of effectives.

Supposing, then, that nations that will be specially affected by the limitation of effectives
and particularly by the limitation of land effectives - the only ones about which we have
reached a definite decision in First Reading - should say to you: "This s a vital question... v . '- - -. . .y , .i'aitqeio
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for us and why should we submit to restrictions which, according to you, justify a refusal to
accept limitation of budgetary expenditure ?"

If certain nations advanced such an argument, we could not logically or fairly reproach
them, or make them responsible for the failure of the work which we have in hand.

What I have said was not said in the name of my country. My country is ready to agree
to more; in fact, it suggests more. It asks for limitation of budgetary expenditure similar
to the existing limitation of land, air and sea effectives. If such limitation were not agreed
upon, France would not necessarily decline to accept the Convention.

This is not the same thing, gentlemen, as the question of the interdependence of effectives
and armaments, because, if there were no similar limitation of naval, aerial and land armaments,
I say to you, as I have said before, that no limitation would be possible. So far as the question
of limitation of budgetary expenditure is concerned, we do not make this a sine qua non, but
allow me to say that the gap which would be left by its omission from the Convention would
probably result in the loss of a large number of guarantees which we hope to get. The curious
thing is that I find here exactly the same difficulties that have beset us, and continue to beset
us, in at least a portion of our discussions. What is the object of limiting budgetary expendi-
ture ? To limit to some extent the use in war of those reserves which are a matter of such
concern to some of us. Budgetary expenditure has two objects: the maintenance of permanent
forces in peace-time and the purchase, maintenance and renewal of material. Part of this
material is intended for the use of the permanent peace-time forces, and the rest constitutes
what is known as material in reserve, that is to say, material that will be available for the
Government in case of mobilisation to equip men who are not now with the colours, i.e.,
trained reserves.

Let us try to get rid of this matter once and for all. There are a certain number of
problems to be solved, and by continually adjourning them and letting them accumulate we
shall not improve the pace of our work, and we may justify the somewhat despondent speech
of my friend M. de Brouckere. We are dealing with limitation of reserves. I do not say trained
reserves, because we shall retain the right to train them all, but reserves immediately available;
now, how is such limitation to be achieved ?

It may be achieved in three ways. One would be inadmissible for Continental States;
another does not appear to us to be practicable, unfortunately, in the present state of affairs;
the third is practicable, possible and capable of immediate realisation.

The first method, inadmissible for Continental States, is the most direct and the most
simple. It is certainly the only one that leaps at once to the mind of anyone considering
the difficulty: namely, the method of embodying only part of the annual contingent.

We have already given, and we will repeat in all sincerity, the reasons why, unless a general
and international organisation for security is in existence, nations which are not protected by
the sea, and by powerful fleets capable of ensuring the defence of their coasts, cannot agree
to the suggestion that, if no such organisation is in existence when they find themselves attacked,
they should not have already trained and organised the whole of their able-bodied population
for the defence of their territory.

The second method, which is possible and desirable, which I hope will one day be practi-
cable, though I am afraid it is not so at present, is the one proposed by Count Bernstorff,
namely, direct limitation of material in reserve; but on condition that a permanent system
of inspection should be instituted, because it would be necessary to ascertain the exact quantities
of material kept in warehouses, stores, barracks, etc., for the arming of reserves.

That day may come, and I hope it will; but I find myself going back to the familiar idea,
which is an inseparable feature of all our work, that it will not come until the League of Nations
has so increased in power - a state of things by no means existing as yet, as at this moment
we are particularly aware - and is so strong, so powerful, so resolved to use its power at all
times, that there will be no single dispute arising in any part of the world in which it will not
intervene, having at its disposal, either of itself or by calling on forces belonging to all its
Members, sufficient armed strength to ensure respect for its decisions. Then, when - in
accordance with the idea of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, the idea of the Protocol, and,
what is more, the idea conceived by the late M. Leon Bourgeois when discussing the Covenant
- the different nations were merely, so to speak, soldiers of the League; when they retained
only such forces as the League decided were necessary so that they could come to its assistance;
then, I think, there would not be the same prejudices and the same difficulties in investigating
the state of their munitions, guns and reserve material.

This is a dream of the future. At one time I thought it was a dream of the present;
and we must keep it in our minds if we do not wish the pessimistic atmosphere, which we
sometimes inevitably feel, to prevail over us.

Now I come to actual possibilities. What have we got left ? This idea is so clear and
explicit that it cannot but occur to the minds of these whom the Council asked to draw up a
draft Convention, and who are endeavouring to do so; I mean the idea that material which is
intended for the use of reserve forces - which are a matter of concern to so many people -

cannot be directly limited for the reasons I have just mentioned, but that it can be purchased
with dollars, pounds or even francs. Well, then, let us limit this expenditure. In proposing
such a system of limitation, we believe that we are entering perfectly into the preoccupations
that have been shown to exist. Is such a thing possible ?

It is every bit as possible as the limitation of effectives; it is just as tangible as effectives,
and it is much easier to check, because it would be a question of examining budgets, and would
be less likely to offend national susceptibilities than would sometimes be the question of fixing
or exceeding the effective establishment. We have already dealt with the question of amounts
voted and not spent, which might gradually accumulate and form some sort of war reserve



- 200 -

for a country with aggressive intentions. Expenditure allowed under the limitation scheme
may only be carried forward from one year to the next; consequently this argument does not
hold water.

Would there be inequality between different Powers ? Undoubtedly there would, but the
inconvenience caused to some of them when they conceived that, owing to the unlimited ideas
which they had formed about the organisation of their armies and fleets, their expenditure
appeared greater than that of other countries would be of a similar nature to the inconvenience
felt by certain countries which, for geographical or other reasons, require larger forces than
others. These latter countries would feel a similar difficulty, in submitting estimates for
forces which may appear very considerable, to the difficulty experienced by rich countries in
submitting larger financial estimates than those which have to suffice for other nations.

Is this a question of comparison ? Yes, it is.
But we already have such a comparison in the shape of the publication of budgetary

expenditure, which you have approved. A portion of the inconvenience attributed to
limitation is not due to limitation itself but to the publication of budgets. Lord Cecil considers
that the introduction of this system of publicity is an important step forward. I am convinced
that it is, and this system of comparison will bear its best - indeed its only -- fruit if we have
at Geneva some sort of international organisation able to follow the development of the
different budgets or, in other words, to watch them. It is not usual to lay down a rule of
international procedure without, at the same time, setting up an international organisation
to see that it is carried out.

Is that enough ?
Let us not play into the hands of those who do not take our work seriously and fail to

realise the difficulties due to the present European and world-wide atmosphere of suspicion
in which, by the irony of fate, we have been obliged to begin our work. The publication of
budgetary expenditure is of great importance, but will it suffice ?

To those of my colleagues who are opposed to limitation I would say: In the course of
our discussions, we have dealt up to the present with the question of effectives, and in particular
with the question of land effectives, which have taken up more of our time than the others, and
about which we have reached a definite decision. If, in the case of these land forces, we had
said : In any case it is of great importance to know what each army has at its disposal, and
to exercise supervision over any successive increases which may take place in these armies
during the currency of the Convention, I should be entirely in agreement with you that it is
of great importance, but you did not decide that it would be sufficient. You adopted the
system of limitation, and we gladly accepted it; we are not resigned to it, but resolved to
carry it out. Why, I ask you, should the same system not be applied to dollars, pounds and
francs ?

M. SOKAL (Poland). - I should like to explain briefly my Government's view regarding
the publication of expenditure. We think that publicity would be extremely valuable, but
that it would only constitute a small step forward because, in point of fact, it would only
result in enlarging the Armaments Yearbook that is already published.

I think that, as M. de Brouckere pointed out this morning, the object of this Commission,
namely, the limitation of armaments, will not be attained if the publicity method is the only
one adopted. We must go further, and adopt some method which will provide a certain
degree of security. M. Paul-Boncour stressed this point a few minutes ago.

If States are merely to be compelled to publish their expenditure, no steps being taken in
the direction of limiting such expenditure, we shall not establish security. It will always
be open to any Government to increase its expenditure as far as it may think fit, because no
maximum figure will have been laid down, and without such a maximum it is obvious that
there can be no security.

Security is essential, and we must insist on it. I therefore think that it is absolutely
essential to go further than mere publicity, and to adopt the method of limiting expenditure.

A number of objections have been raised to this view. I do not wish to waste the
Commission's time, but I want to draw your attention to a point which seems to me somewhat
significant. To revert to the argument used this morning by M. de Brouckere when he spoke
about rich nations and poor nations, I want to emphasise the very marked difference between
countries that have a large budget and those that have only a small budget. What will
happen if we adopt the method of limiting expenditure ? A State that can vote a large budget
will not feel the result of limitation of expenditure to the same extent as a State having a
small budget. I will give you an example: I will take two persons, one of whom enjoys a
fairly large income, while the other has a limited income. When drawing up their budgets,
these two persons allow a certain amount for medical attendance. What is the result ?
It is obvious that, for the man with the large income, the amount set aside for medical atten-
dance will not be a very large item in his budget, and may be the means of warding off the
results of a long illness. The other man, on the contrary, is differently placed, and will not
be in a position to provide for any unforeseen emergencies.

This example can be applied to military expenditure. In the course of the last few years
in particular, we have witnessed enormous technical developments in connection with aviation,
artillery and munitions. A country with a large budget will be able to carry out all improve-
ments that may be considered necessary, but a country which is differently placed will not
be able to do so, and will therefore be left at a serious disadvantage.


