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FIRST MEETING.

Held on Thursday, November 6th, 1930, at II a.m.

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands).

r. Re-opening of the Session.

The President. - We are met together to-day to continue the work of our sixth session,
which we suspended because the naval question-i.e., the question of the methods to be adopted
for the reduction and limitation of naval armaments-was not yet solved. Our Commission,
which in the beginning consisted of only eighteen delegations, now comprises thirty-two,
and I am happy to welcome two new members, the representatives of Ireland apand Norway,
who have come to join us as a result of the recent election of their countries to the Council. I am
also glad to note the presence of certain members whom we have not previously had the
pleasure of seeing among us as delegates of their countries. On behalf of all those who up to the
present have only known him as Director of the Disarmament Section of the Secretariat of
the League of Nations it is my privilege to welcome a new colleague whose vast experience will
be of invaluable assistance; I refer to M. Colban.

As you will remember, on May 6th, 1929, we decided to suspend our work in order that the
principal naval Powers should have time to reach an agreement with regard to certain suggestions
submitted to the Commission on April 22nd, 1929, by the representative of the United States of
America. I need hardly remind you, I suppose, how often I myself ventured to appeal to the

maritime Powers to reach an agreement on this part of our programme for the preparation of

the General Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.
These Powers, as you know, met on January 2ist last in London at a Conference to which

the Governments of the United States of America, Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan
were convened, and at which the Governments of the Union of South Africa, Australia, Canada,

India, the Irish Free State and New Zealand were also represented. In the case of the
Disarmament Section of the Secretariat, its Director, M. Colban, was invited to follow the work
of the Conference as an observer, without taking part in the discussions.

The results obtained in London were made known to you in the letter of April 2ist last from

the President of the Conference to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. The most
important of these are: the agreement reached between the French and British delegations with
regard to the adoption of a common method of limitation; the agreement reached between all
the contracting parties represented at the Conference on the question of the limitation of the
displacement of submarines and the calibre of their guns; the definition of vessels to which the
rules fixed for limitation do not apply; the rules concerning replacement and disposal; and,
finally, a list of the vessels which, although not possessing the characteristics of exempt vessels,
need not be taken into account in determining total tonnage.

I think I am speaking on behalf of the whole Commission when I say that we note these
results with the greatest satisfaction-a satisfaction still further increased by the ratification

by three of the contracting parties of the Agreement they signed at London with regard to the
question of tonnage.

In the interval between the end of the London Naval Conference and the reopening of thine
sixth session of our Commission, two events have occurred which directly affect our work-
namely, the fourth session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and the eleventh
Assembly of the League of Nations.

The Committee on Arbitration and Security, a junior branch of our Commission, which works
for security on lines parallel to our own, hs accomplished some very important work, of which
you have been informed by the Minutes transmitted to you by the Secretary-General. I think
it may be well to summarise these results very briefly.

The agenda of the fourth session of this Committee included three important points, namely:

(I) A Preliminary Draft General Convention to strengthen the Means of Preventing
War;

(2) A Draft Convention on Financial Assistance; and

(3) Matters concerned with Communications affecting the Working of the League of
Nations in Times of Emergency.

As regards the first item (the Preliminary Draft General Convention to strengthen the Means
of Preventing War), the exchange of views in the Committee showed that the conversion of the
Model Treaty into a General Convention raised a number of problems of great importance.

In the case of some of these problems, the Committee succeeded in bringing the various
divergent views closer together; but, in the case of others, particularly the problem of the more
or less obligatory character of the military measures to be recommended by the Council, and that
of supervision and penalties, it found itself unable to put forward any unanimous proposals.
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At its meeting on May I5th last, the Council examined the report of the Committee and
instructed the Secretary-General to transmit to the Assembly the Preliminary Draft General
Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War, together with the report on the work of the
Committee.

You are already, of course, acquainted with these documents.
The eleventh Assembly examined the Preliminary Draft General Convention and decided,

since the various divergent views had been brought appreciably closer together, that it would
be desirable to continue the study of the question, and requested the Council to appoint a
special committee for the purpose, which would submit a report to the Council before the twelfth
ordinary session of the Assembly.

As regards the second question on the agenda (Draft Convention on Financial Assistance),
the Committee on Arbitration and Security succeeded, at its fourth session, with the assistance
of four members of the Financial Committee, in drawing up a final text. On May I5th, the Council
requested the Secretary-General to transmit this report also, with its annexes, to the Assembly
for consideration. At the same time, it pointed out to the Governments the desirability of
providing their delegates to the Assembly with powers to sign the Convention.

The Draft Convention on Financial Assistance was very carefully studied by the Third
Committee of the Eleventh Assembly. The latter adopted the draft with certain slight formal
alterations. It thus became possible to open the Convention for the signature of the various
States at a solemn meeting of the Assembly on the morning of Thursday, October 2nd. At that
memorable meeting, the delegates of twenty-eight countries, provided with full powers, signed this Act.

It should be noted that, under Article 35 of the Convention, its coming into force is conditional
on the coming into force of the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments,
as provided in Article 8 of the Covenant.

With regard to the third item on its agenda (Communications affecting the Working of the
League of Nations at Times of Emergency; Facilities to be granted to Aircraft), the Committee
on Arbitration and Security proposed, at the suggestion of the Advisory and Technical Committee
on Communications and Transit, that the Assembly should adopt a draft resolution taking into
due account all the preparatory work accomplished, and which is thus in harmony both with the
principles of the International Convention of I919 and with those of the Conventions concluded
between States parties to the Convention of I9I9 and States which are not parties to that
Convention. At its meeting on May I5th, the Council also instructed the Secretary-General
to submit this draft resolution to the eleventh Assembly. The Council also submitted to the
Assembly a draft resolution concerning Motor Transport. The Assembly adopted these two
resolutions with certain very slight drafting changes.

As regards the examination of the work of the Preparatory Commission itself, the Third
Committee of the Assembly invited your President to attend its discussions from the outset.
I was thus able to explain to the Third Committee of the Assembly the progress of our work,
and to assure it, as President of the Preparatory Commission, that the Commission would terminate
its task during the present session.

Without going into the details of the question of disarmament, the Assembly, and its Third
Committee, stated once again that it was necessary for our Commission to complete its task at
this session in order that the Council might convene, as soon as possible, the General Conference
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. Although some delegations insisted on the
need for convening this Conference in the course of the year I93I, the Assembly did not feel
itself able to fix a date. It nevertheless expressed the desire that the General Conference should
be convened in I93I, a desire which I am sure we all share.

I trust, however, that public opinion will not be under any illusion as to what the Preparatory
Commission will be able to accomplish.

In the first place, people should abandon the habit of saying that the object of our work is
"disarmament ". It cannot be repeated too often that we are only considering the reduction
and limitation of armaments, absolute disarmament being still an ideal, the achievement of which
is hardly conceivable in the political, and above all moral, state of the world as we see it at present.

Our Commission's only task-which is far from negligible-is to formulate the principles
to be applied and the methods to be followed by the General Conference for which it is making
preparations, in order that a halt may be called in the competition in armaments and that
armaments themselves may be gradually reduced to the lowest point consistent with national
safety and the enforcement by common action of international obligations, as laid down in
Article 8 of the Covenant. The Conference itself will prepare the plan and fix the figures for
these reductions and limitations after consideration by the various Governments, duly supported,
I hope, by public opinion, which is very, and very rightly, impatient on this subject, as various
letters recently addressed to me by private organisations show.

The draft Convention which we are establishing to serve as a basis for the work of the
Conference is only a first step, though a reasoned and decisive step, on the long path which will
have to be covered by the Governments resolved to unite in preventing armed conflict between
civilised nations and to combat the mutual distrust which too often engenders such conflicts.

Remember, Gentlemen, the emphasis laid at the last Assembly by various -- and by no
means the least eminent - delegates, on the absolute necessity of limiting and reducing armaments.
We must succeed at whatever cost and with the smallest possible number of reservations. I
therefore appeal most earnestly to all delegates here present to abide by the results-at any
rate provisionally-even if those results fall short of their ideal, and even if the methods they
advocate individually are not adopted. They will thus be helping us to terminate our work
and may rest assured that this first endeavour will lead to others which will gradually bring us
near to our ultimate goal.
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There can be no doubt that a setback will shake the confidence of the public in that " desire
for peace" so often asserted by its leaders. Nothing could be more harmful to the cause of peace,
which, in the present troubled times, needs more than ever to be strengthened.

In terminating my speech, therefore, I say, let us set about our task with the clear determination
that we will not separate until we have established the draft Convention on which we have been
working since I927 with such unfailing perseverance-a perseverance which, I feel sure, will not
weaken during this last phase of our labours.

2. Order of Work.

The President. - I hope you will agree that, if our work is to make satisfactory progress, we
should meet only once a day. I propose that we meet regularly every morning from Io a.m.
to I p.m. In that way we shall all have the afternoon free either for conversations, which are so
useful, as you know, or for meetings of sub-committees if it is found necessary to appoint
them. I propose that we begin our meetings every morning punctually at five minutes past ten.

A greed.
The British delegation has submitted three proposals on Chapter V. These will be circulated.
I propose that we do not open any general discussion, because we are continuing the second

part of our sixth session. The cases put forward by the various delegations are known. Moreover,
there is nothing to prevent their being restated when the various points on our agenda come up
for discussion. We will therefore begin to-morrow, if you agree, the examination of our draft
Convention. We shall try, as far as possible, not to revert to questions which have already
been settled at second reading. On the other hand, we shall carefully consider those which have
been settled only at first reading and also those parts of the texts considered at second reading
which were deferred until the second part of our session.

If there is no objection, I shall consider that the Commission accepts this procedure.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Mr. President, I agree with what you have said as to
the general course of our proceedings. I certainly hope that we are not going to have any
more general discussions. I agree also with your general views as to the way we should deal
with the draft Convention. We should take up the Convention and give it a final reading,
enabling us, I hope, to arrive at a final conclusion on several of the questions raised. It has
been stated that questions which were finally settled during the second reading of the draft
Convention-apart from some exceptional cases-ought not to come up again during the course
of our present discussion, and I agree with that view; at the same time, I hope we shall take up
the draft Convention article by article, even though they have already been adopted. If we
find that anything has been overlooked during the second reading, then we can suggest that it
should be considered.

In principle, I am in entire agreement with the procedure you have outlined.

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I think there is a slight difference between Lord Cecil's
proposal and that of our President. Lord Cecil says that, in certain exceptional cases, articles
already adopted might be reconsidered. In my opinion it is most important to know what
these exceptions are.

I should like to remind you of the statement I made on behalf of my Government on May 4 th,
1929. I will only quote one sentence from it:

" I therefore find myself obliged to dissociate myself definitely from the programme
which the majority of this Commission has just drawn up and to leave to it henceforth, as its
course is being shaped at the present moment, the sole responsibility for the preparation of
the Conference."

I know that our Commission's sole task is to determine by what methods the Disarmament
Conference is to settle the question. In my opinion, however, the decisions already taken preclude
the possibility of any appreciable reduction of every kind of armament; yet the essential point,
in our view, is that, if we are to take a first step forward, that step should involve an appreciable
reduction of every kind of armament. Any other step would be absolutely unacceptable, as far
as I am concerned. For that reason I felt bound to make the statement I have just repeated;
and I have repeated it now, because it fully explains my attitude towards the negotiations in
which we shall engage.

My desire is that our Commission should complete its work as soon as possible, so as to enable
us to report to the Council and ask it to convene the General Disarmament Conference for November
Ist of next year. In that way we shall know whether there is or is not a real intention to reduce
armaments.

We have been warned against cherishing illusions. I feel sure the world is under no illusion
in regard to our work. After these five years of discussions the world has lost any illusion in
regard to what we could or could not accomplish, particularly in the first part of our present
session.

We have had to wait for eighteen months; yet for the last six months, at all events, there need
have been no delay, because we might have continued our work immediately after the London
Naval Conference.
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The German delegation has made a proposal regarding publicity. It has been said that this
proposal would be discussed when the question of publicity was dealt with in our draft.

It is true that our proposal relates to the publicity to be given to the elements of armament
which are susceptible of reduction. We have made these proposals to assist in preparing the
work of the Conference; and for that reason I ask that the German proposal be discussed as well,
apart from the discussion on the draft submitted to us.

My Government has instructed me to ask that, if we do not rediscuss the questions already
settled, and if we must regard the work done as completed, we should do our utmost to ensure that
the Conference is convened at the earliest possible moment. I think that, on the basis of our
present work, no real reduction of armaments will be possible. Yet a reduction of armaments
we must accomplish, and I ask that it should be effected as soon as possible, because the world
demands it. I repeat: a great deal of the uneasiness which exists in the world is due to the long
delay in realising disarmament. The world has waited five years, and no appreciable result has
been achieved.

Accordingly, I repeat once again: let us convene the Conference as soon as possible.

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The honourable delegate of Great
Britain has declared himself in agreement with our President, and I find myself in agreement
with Lord Cecil, but not with the President, because Lord Cecil's proposal is at variance with the
rules laid down by the President. You, Mr. President, propose to begin where we left off eighteen
months ago, whereas the representative of Great Britain proposes to begin the examination of the
draft Convention from the commencement, which means going over those points already discussed,
and in the majority of cases adopted.

I shall not go so far as the representative of Great Britain. I shall ask much less, for the
reason that I have been here during the last few sessions, whereas Lord Cecil has been absent, and
is therefore more optimistic. I am prepared to support Lord Cecil's proposal, but I have no
desire to prolong this session by fruitless debates. I feel compelled to make my situation before
the Commission quite clear.

The Preparatory Commission has seen fit to regard to-day's sitting as the continuation of the
sixth session, begun and broken off eighteen months ago, rather than as the beginning of a new one.
In their boundless optimism, which seems to increase rather than to decrease in direct ratio to
the failures of the Preparatory Commission, the majority of the delegates assumed that a short
break in the sixth session would suffice for the surmounting of the difficulties met with in the
sphere of naval disarmament. This optimism has also failed to justify itself this time as, indeed,
throughout the pursuance by the Commission of the path mapped out by it--a path which the
Soviet delegation has always considered, and still considers, a fatal one for the cause of disarmament.
The Soviet delegation never believed that the method of attempting to solve the question of naval
disarmament, upon which the majority in the Preparatory Commission placed such hopes, was
capable in the slightest degree of solving the problem of naval disarmament on an international
scale, whether the agreement be limited to three sea Powers or whether two or more other States
joined in it. I will not dwell now upon this special question, as this will have to be done when it
comes before the Commission. I do not think, however, that the optimists of the Preparatory
Commission have any grounds to be gratified by the results so far attained in negotiations and
agreements as to naval disarmament. Confronted by such a state of affairs, we can merely
register the unique fact, without precedent in the history of international conferences, that a
break of eighteen months has taken place between two sittings of one session of an international
commission.

Can we really ignore this circumstance and behave as if we had only just dispersed after the
twenty-first sitting of the sixth session, and were meeting to-day for the twenty-second sitting,
to go on with our work where we left off ? Can we ignore all that has occurred during this interval ?
In normal times, eighteen months might be considered a fairly long period in the history of inter-
national relations; how much more in the stormy, and therefore abnormal and exceptional, times
in which we live. The catastrophic upheavals and disturbances caused by the world war are
only now beginning to make themselves felt in all their implacability and are peremptorily
presenting their account to humanity. When advocating the Soviet draft Conventions for disar-
mament at the I927 and i929 sessions of the Preparatory Commission, I referred to the ever-
growing danger of a fresh war; but the Commission at that time regarded this as a too pessimistic
view of the international situation, not justified by the circumstances. If the Preparatory
Commission were to adhere to this its appraisal now, it would find itself at variance with recent
declarations by statesmen and the Press of capitalist countries, pronouncing the most gloomy
diagnosis of the present international situation, pointing to the anxiety and alarm felt by all with.
regard to the imminent development of this situation, and even making definite analogies between
the times immediately preceding the world war and the present moment. Thus we have M. Munch,
the Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs, declaring at the eleventh Assembly of the League of
Nations:

" The solution of great economic and political problems has not brought about the hoped-
for appeasement, and the situation in Europe appears more disturbed at the present moment
than at any other period since 1924. "
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M. Hymans, the Belgian Foreign Minister, at the same Assembly expressed a similar thought
in the following words:

" .. for various reasons, on which I will not at present dwell, the atmosphere has
become heavy, as if charged with electricity, at times reminiscient of previous troubled periods.
Anxiety prevails in certain circles. There are, indeed, some circles in which rumours of war
are spreading like gas-fumes . . . the very fact that war is discussed is in itself a danger."

And how the situation in Europe is judged by the unsophisticated man in the street we are
told by the Washington correspondent of a Berlin paper as recently as the fourth of this month
(I quote verbally):

"Almost all Americans returning during the last months and even earlier, from summer
tours in Europe have brought back the impression that Europe is moving towards a new
war. Quite harmless people, before their journey anticipating all that they were to see in
Europe, returned with that pleasing news, breathless and indignant that the well-meant
friendly visit had been rewarded by haunting anxiety."

Indeed, does not the extraordinary intensification of political and economic antagonisms
confront us steadily and threateningly-antagonisms finding new and fertile soil in the general
economic crisis at present experienced, a crisis not even to be shaken off by anti-Soviet incanta-
tions ? Does not the existence in Europe alone of something like 50 million persons belonging to
national minorities, in some countries comprising one-third to one-half of the whole population,
and ever more insistently urging their rights, continue to press upon the international situation ?
Can we really ignore the significant intensification of the influence on the destiny of certain States
of the most irresponsible, reckless and aggressive groups and parties, in its turn the result of the
intensification of international and inter-class antagonisms within capitalist society itself, constitut-
ing, as this influence does, a special danger to peace in countries which are fully armed ? Does
not the determination with which various States are resisting the slightest attempt at disarmament,
and the energy with which they are carrying out further increase of their armaments, speak to us of
the danger of war ? Have not the war budgets of five of the biggest States increased by half
a billion dollars (i.e., 27 per cent) since I926-i.e., during the existence of the Preparatory
Commission ?

We are not to be misled by any talk about the reduction of armed forces on a national scale
in any country. Figures are only convincing when they have been subjected to meticulous and
impartial verification and analysis. The number of effectives, for instance, may be reduced, the
term of actual military service curtailed, and at the same time bodies of reserves may be increased,
their mobilisation facilitated, the number of aeroplanes and reserves of military stores increased,
so that the result is not the diminution but the increase of the destructive power of the armies
concerned. If we aim at disarmament, it is the reduction of the general potential of destruction
and not partial shifting of items within a given military war budget that we mean.

The opponents of disarmament have for many years been singing hymns to " security ",
which is in their eyes, apparently, a sufficient and exclusive guarantee of peace. They have attained
the creation within the Preparatory Commission of a special " Committee on Arbitration and
Security ". This Committee successfully concluded its work and drew up model security treaties;
treaties have already been signed between many countries, and arbitration agreements concluded;
more, the Paris Pact is in existence for the renunciation of war, to which almost all European
and non-European States are parties. And has international tranquillity ensued ? The danger
of war becomes less ? The resistance to disarmament weakened ? Alas ! all these questions must
be answered in the negative. The State which I represent can testify from its own experience about
a year ago that the Paris Pact has not saved it from incursions from a neighbouring country,
party to the Pact, of armed bands and detachments, with all the consequences entailed.

The President (interrupting M. Litvinoff). - We decided not to have a general discussion.
I must therefore ask M. Litvinoff to confine himself to essentials.

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). I will be as brief as possible. I am
coming to the point.

It is perfectly obvious that the mere conclusion of arbitration, regional or any other treaties
whatsoever, and even the solemn signing of a general Pact for the renunciation of war, are incapable
of creating that international confidence which should enable States to forget the danger of war
and to cease intensive preparations for war. Add to this the fact that, under the system of
" security " measures conceived by their authors and exponents, comparative security is only to
be created for a single group of countries, at the expense of the " security " of other countries-
in other words definitely national or group aims are pursued, and by no means the insurance
of conditions of general peace, so that the chances for general disarmament become in their turn
still slighter. Thus the theory " security first, and then disarmament " must be boldly rejected
and the fact recognised that the thesis of "security " at the present time and in the form advocated
by its exponents militates against disarmament, and that the exponents of this doctrine are
actually working against disarmament or even the reduction of armaments. It is, therefore, no
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wonder that, among the countries which were the loudest in their demands for " security"
guarantees, and which made provident requests to the League of Nations for financial aid in case
of attack on themselves, were some in which the chiefs of military staffs were, as is now common
knowledge, at the same time devising and carrying out plans for the provocation of war with
their neighbours.

What conclusions should be drawn from all this ? How are we to protect ourselves against
the imminent danger of war ? To us, the representatives of the Soviet Union, and exponents of
definite socio-economic theories, the impossibility of removing the politico-economic antagonisms
of capitalist society, and hence the ultimate inevitability of war, is perfectly clear. We believe,
however, or we should not be here, that the danger of war might be considerably diminished, or
made comparatively remote, by some measure of real disarmament. The greater the degree of
the reduction of armaments, the less will be the danger of attempting to solve existing antagonisms
by armed conflicts. The Soviet delegation therefore came to the Preparatory Commission with
a proposal for complete and general disarmament as the maximum guarantee of peace. Meeting
with determined resistance from the majority of the Preparatory Commission, the Soviet delegation
brought a proposal for the reduction of all branches and kinds of arms, on land and sea and air,
by 50 per cent. The principle of proportionality and justice upon which this proposal was based
was to have removed all these obstacles which the London, Paris, Rome, Geneva and other
disarmament negotiations, going on outside the framework of the Soviet draft, are coming up
against. Unfortunately, this draft Convention also was rejected by the Preparatory Commission.
At the second reading of the draft Convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission itself,
the Soviet delegation proposed the establishment in this draft of at least some sort of coefficient
for the reduction of armaments, expressed in figures. But this proposal also was rejected by the
Commission. I would willingly propose a return to all these questions and their re-examination
in the light of that new phase of the international situation which I have just described, if I had
the slightest hope of any inclination for this among the majority of the Commission. But I
have no such hope and therefore will not again raise these our old proposals, reserving them for the
Disarmament Conference.

Confining myself, however, within the limits of the second reading of the draft Convention
now under consideration, and certain firm principles of a negative character, already adopted by
the Commission, I would nevertheless venture to propose re-examination of certain questions,
in the hope of the Commission taking into consideration the present international situation and
the new circumstances which have arisen during the eighteen months' interval separating
the twenty-first from the twenty-second meeting of the sixth session of the Preparatory
Commission.

Last year, summarising the results of the earlier half of the sixth session, I pointed out that,
while the previous sessions might be said merely to have marked time and produced no results
whatever, the present (sixth) at last making a move, but a backward move, may write down to its
account negative results. Within the framework of its own Convention, the sixth session of the
Commission rejected one after the other the amendments of the Soviet delegation regarding the
prohibition of preparations for chemical warfare and the prohibition of aerial bombardment.
The Commission excluded from its Convention clauses on the limitation of trained reserves, and
of military stores, both for land and air forces; it refused to draw up a list of military weapons
to be limited, thus putting difficulties in the way of attaining the complete withdrawal from use
by armies of those which are particularly aggressive and comprise special danger for the civil
population. The Commission refused to make a list of the various ranks in armies and of air
experts, without which the effective limitation of the potentialities for the development of armed
forces is rendered extremely difficult. The Commission rejected the proposal for the compulsory
limitation of land and air forces separately for home countries and colonies. The Commission
did not accept the Soviet proposal for the prohibition of new and perfected weapons of
destruction.

While attaching the utmost importance to all these questions, the Soviet delegation is
nevertheless not counting upon the consent of the majority of the Commission to revert to them,
and, not wishing to prolong the session by fruitless discussion, it would like to fix the attention
of the Commission on at least the more important of them, without the positive solution of which
the whole draft Convention will be but an empty shell, in which no contents appertaining in the
slightest degree to disarmament can be poured. First and foremost we once more invite the
Commission to substitute throughout the draft Convention the words " Reduction and Limitation
of Armaments " for the term "Limitation of Armaments ". Only thus can the impression
remaining from the first half of the work of the sixth session be slightly modified-the impression
that the Preparatory Commission intends to propose, instead of a reduction, a mere limitation
of armaments at the present level, even leaving scope for their further increase. The Soviet
delegation next proposes a re-examination of the question, formerly decided in the negative,
of the inclusion among the objects of the Convention of trained reserves, as one of the principal
elements of the belligerent power of modern armies, appalling as much on account of the millions
which will be sent to the front in time of war as on account of the hundreds of thousands they
maintain under arms. Further, the Soviet delegation holds out for the inclusion in the Convention
of reserves of military materials enabling vast armies to be equipped for war. The apparent
diminution of armed forces in the form of the numerical reduction of troops is at present more
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than compensated for by the impregnation of armies with military-technical supplies. The same
applies, of course, to military aeroplanes in reserve.

Inviting the Preparatory Commission to revert at least to the three questions I have
enumerated, the Soviet delegation also has in mind a certain alteration in the membership of
the Preparatory Commission itself, arising partly out of the coming into power of new Governments
in some countries, and also the change in views on the questions discussed in the Commission on

the part of some other Governments represented in it previously. We have recently heard from
representatives of the Governments of certain great States official speeches on the question of

disarmament, which are far from corresponding to the views expressed by the representatives
of these same States in the Preparatory Commission. We are bound to afford these Governments
an opportunity to bring the speeches and voting of their representatives at the Preparatory
Commission into line with their own public official speeches.

The Soviet delegation contents itself with a proposal for the reconsideration of a minimum
number of questions, but a second negative decision on these questionse is will deprive the Soviet

delegation of all interest in the majority of the other questions on the agenda, as being quite
unconnected with the question of disarmament or the reduction of armaments.

The President. -- I did not want to interrupt M. Litvinoff a second time, but he

has gone far beyond what he himself told us he would say. I cannot expect the Commission
to remain in session to hear the translation of his speech. The translation will.be distributed later.
The first part, however, will be translated, as it deals with a question of procedure which was
under discussion.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -- I confess that, as a result of whatres we have just heard, I was

rather depressed. My usual optimism received a rather severe shock when I was told that no

reduction of armaments was possible under this Treaty and that the whole thing was an
illusion. I think I would have been too depressed to address you if I had not called to mind

an incident which occurred in my own country once. The Government of my country were
assembled on one occasion for the purpose of drafting an address, which it was proposed to begin
with the words, " Conscious as we are of our own infirmities ". Certain objections were raised

to this phrase as being " too humble . A certain judge rose and suggested that he could compose
all differences with a very slight alteration. He suggested the words, " Conscious as we are of

one another's infirmities ". That was universally accepted and the address proceeded, and I am

quite willing to believe that, in the opinion of the last two speakers, the only two countries in favour
of permanent disarmament are Germany and Russia; but they cannot of course expect us to share
that conviction.

My proposal is not intended to be entirely different from that of the President. My conception
of the thing is that e should all of us send in any amendments that a a we desire to have discussed
andthat no amendments should be iscussed unless thnd dey have been distributed beforehand,
otherwise we shall have a long discussion without anybody knowing what is being discussed.

When these amendments come up for discussion, if they deal with any particular part
of the Convention which has already been passed in second reading, our President should call

our attention to that fact and ask the Commission whether they think it is an amendment
which ought to be discussed or not. If it is not desired that it be discussed, it will be passed over,

but if there is any considerable dee sire to discuss it, then thene Commission will allow it to be

discussed. If we really desire to work together and to reach a conclusion, this ought not to be

difficult to carry out. When that has been done we shall have discussed these important things,
and I believe we ought to reach a conclusion. Personally, I was delighted to hear from M. Litvinoff
and from Count Bernstorff their earnest desire to promote disarmament, and, as far as I am

concerned, I shall be ready to do anythin I can on behall rea ath If of my Government to promote

disarmament in its most effective form. I beg them to consider that, after all, we are passing
through a very revolutionary change in the history of the world, and it is deplorable and regrettable
that it has not proceeded with greater rapidity. And yet you could not really expect any great

rapidity in a matter of this kind. I have not abandoned hope that, if we will work in accordance

with the recommendations of the speeches to which we have listened-namely, in a real desire
to reach agreement and compromise-we shall succeed; in other words, I venture to recommend,
as the real foundation for our proceedings, an adequate amount of faith and courage.

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - Lord Cecil misunderstands me if he thinks I entertained
the least doubt of his desire to enable us to reduce armaments. I do not feel the least doubt;
but, as regards his proposal, I am somewhat in a quandary. If amendments are to be

introduced in the articles we have already adopted, I must necessarily revert to the questions in

which I am particularly interested-namely, trained reserves and material-and I shall have to

make specific proposals on those two points. I shall do so with great pleasure, although I know

it will take a great deal of time; but I shall not make such proposals unless I see that the majority,

which decided otherwise at our last meeting, intends to change its attitude. 

It is quite useless for me to put in the amendments I submitted at our last session if they

are to be rejected in the same way, because that would lead us to a result which I desire to avoid.
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I repeat: my chief desire is that the Disarmament Conference should be convened as soon as
possible, and that the Preparatory Commission should complete its work at the earliest possible
moment-the day after to-morrow, if it can-in order that the Conference may meet as soon as
possible.

The President. - I think I may say there is no disagreement between Lord Cecil and
myself. My idea is this: for the sake of clearness, I would propose to read you the whole
of our text as adopted at second reading. The discussion will, in principle, not be reopened
on anything that was adopted at second reading. If, of course, there were occasion to introduce
any small drafting or other changes they might be discussed. When we come to the articles
which were adopted at first reading or the articles part of which were postponed, thee, and then
only, would the discussion be reopened.

In these circumstances, as you see, there can be no question of a third reading.
I think, therefore, that we are all in agreement.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I quite agree in principle, but I am really very
anxious that it should not be open to any member of this Commission to be able to go out
from here and say that such and such a point was never properly discussed, although he had
desired to raise it. That would be a disastrous result. I see no prospect of having to ask the
Commission to rediscuss anything which has been agreed to in principle, but I hope the President
will not have too cast-iron a rule. It is no use our putting before the Commission proposals
which have already been adopted by substantial majorities, unless it is necessary to discuss them
from any other point of view. I suggest we insist on amendments being drafted in writing before-
hand so that we shall know exactly what they are, and, if any member desires to have any matter
brought up, that can be done. It is much better that we should spend two or three days in so
doing rather than leave it open to anyone to say that we have not considered a matter properly.
We have a tremendous problem before us, and I think that, if we try to rush things, even at
the last stage we shall make more haste and less speed. I therefore venture to hope that the
President will bear these observations in mind in exercising his high function of directing our
deliberations.

The President. - Lord Cecil need not feel uneasy. I shall try to act with common
sense and judgment and not to be too autocratic; but we must have order and discipline
in all we do.

M. Sato (Japan). - My delegation is in favour of all the procedure proposed with a view
to promoting the progress of our work and the reaching of a practical solution. The
adoption of a procedure is a matter of great importance for the successful issue of our discussions,
and, if the procedure be bad the results may be disastrous. To make the situation perfectly
clear, I venture to suggest that we take first of all the questions which were not settled at second
reading. This procedure seems to me logical, because we are really continuing the discussion at
second reading. For example, in the first chapter (which deals with effectives), we should, in
Article A, rediscuss the last paragraph (regarding naval questions), which was left unsettled.
We might proceed very quickly, discussing in this way the points not yet settled, and then re-
examine the text from beginning to end. Lord Cecil's suggestion might then be put into practice
-in other words, we might examine any amendments proposed to any of the articles. We should
thus be able to complete our work logically and clearly, and Lord Cecil's point would be met.
We should not, however, begin by examining the amendments to each article in succession. My
proposal is that we begin with the questions that are not yet settled, and then, at the end of our
work, examine the exceptional cases which Lord Cecil has mentioned. In that way we may
achieve a practical settlement of our work.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I declare myself in agreement with what M. Sato has proposed.
Mr. President, you proposed that the text, so far as it has been settled in second reading,

should be read but not discussed; but, when we come to the parts not settled in the second reading,
we should discuss them, and, at the end, we should have the right to reconsider any important
questions which had been left out.

The President. - I think we are all agreed. I will read the whole text of the draft
Convention, but we will not discuss the articles already adopted at second reading; we will
only discuss the others which were left unsettled. Then, at the end of the discussion, we will
re-examine the whole draft and see whether any questions still remain outstanding. Any amend-
ments submitted could be discussed afterwards.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - May I ask you, Mr. President, to give instructions that
all amendments should be submitted as soon as possible, in writing.

The President. - I always emphasise the value of that procedure. It is essential that
we should know as soon as possible what amendments are being submitted, and they should
therefore be sent in to the Secretariat without delay.

M. Massigli (France). - I entirely agree with what has just been said in conclusion of
the discussion. As regards the general revision of the draft Convention, however, when we
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have examined the texts which have not yet been taken at second reading, there will, of course,
be a fresh discussion only if a majority of the Commission consider it necessary.

The President. - That is understood.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I would have preferred to leave it to the President to
see that only questions are raised again on which there is something to be said, rather than ask
for a formal decision of the majority of the delegates.

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Chairman has ruled that my
statement should not be translated into French. Personally, I will not lose anything by
that ruling, as it may heighten the importance of my statement. Prohibited literature is
always read most eagerly. At the same time I think it is unfair to treat the French-speaking
delegates as less advanced and ripe for Soviet speeches than the English-speaking delegates.

The President. - I proposed that we should not have that speech interpreted at once,
because, in any case, it was out of order. I interrupted M. Litvinoff. He told me he
would be brief. I did not want to interrupt him again; as, however, we had decided that there
would be no general discussion, I said that his speech would not be translated immediately,
but that the translation would be circulated later.

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I understood, as did M. Massigli, that a question
would not be discussed if the majority of the Commission decided against it. Where the
majority of the Commission holds an opposite view, it seems to me superfluous to move an
amendment. For my part, I have no intention of moving any. I only say that lest you should
think I propose to flood you with amendments.

Dr. Riddell (Canada). - Do I understand that, if a person submits an amendment to any
article during the second reading, he will have the right to explain the position of his Government
in submitting that amendment to the Commission ?

The President. - I may answer Dr. Riddell at once. There is no reason why.a question
should not be re-examined when the various items of the agenda come up for discussion.

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - Could we not ask delegations who send in amendments
also to state their reasons in writing ?

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - At this last session the Commission's task will not
be a very easy one. We must impose strict discipline upon ourselves and follow exactly
the suggestions made by our distinguished President. We must place full confidence in him and
in the Bureau. The proposal made by M. Sato and accepted by Lord Cecil seems to me a very
judicious one. For the rest, we must trust our President.

M. Bourquin (Belgium). - I heard Dr. Riddell speak just now of possible amendments.
If I understand aright, we are to decide that, in principle, the questions already settled at
second reading will not be rediscussed save in exceptional cases. The decision in that case
would be taken by the Commission, according to M. Massigli's proposal, or would be left
to the President's discretion, according to what has last been said. If an amendment be submitted
to a text adopted at second reading, I understand that we must be governed by this procedure,
and that, in principle, such amendments will not be admitted save in exceptional circumstances.

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m.

SECOND MEETING.

Held on Friday, November 7th, 1930, at Io a.m.

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands).

3. Discussion of the Draft Convention - Procedure.

Note by the Secretariat.

1. Document C.P.D.211, referred to in the following pages, was prepared by the Secretariat and cir-
culated in the Commission at the commencement of the Sixth Session (second part).

It combines in one document:
(a) The texts of the Draft Convention drawn up at First Reading, with the Observations and

Reservations in regard thereto, and
(b) The Texts of the Draft Convention drawn up at Second Reading.

This document is reproduced in whole as Annex 1 to this volume.
2. The texts printed at the beginning of the discussion of each Article are taken from this document

C.P.D.211.



- 23 -

The President. - Before we begin our work, I had better recapitulate briefly what was
decided yesterday with regard to procedure.

We decided that I should read to you our draft Convention from the beginning, that we
should only stop at ints not settled at the second reading, whether articles or parts of articles,
and, lastly, that when we have finished this work we may find exceptional cases in which it may
be thought desirable to discuss points already settled at the second reading.

We shall accordingly revert to these exceptional cases if delegations so request and if the
Commission thinks advisable.

M. Fierlinger suggested, and the Commission agreed, that it should be left to me to decide
whether, in thee particular cases, there should be a fresh debate on questions already settled at
the second reading. I hope that in so doing I shall faithfully interpret the Commission's opinion,
but, of course, the Commission is master of its own affairs and can always ask me to put any such
proposal to the vote.

It was also decided that, in such exceptional cases, proposals for amendments should always
be preceded by a statement of reasons.

4. The Preamble: Discussion held over.

The President. - According to the procedure I have just indicated, I ought to read
you the Preamble-i.e., the three drafts which you probably have before you if, as I suppose,
you have all received official document C.P.D. 211, prepared by the Secretariat. I do not think,
however, that you want me to read the whole of these three drafts, since, as was said both by the
Commission and by myself at the third session, the Preamble is really only the roof of the edifice,
and, in this particular case, I think this roof should only be put up when the building is completed.
I am sure you will agree with me on this point.

General de Marinis (Italy). -- We have always followed the practice of drafting the
Preambles at the end of our work and I think it would save time if we again followed
this procedure.

A greed.

5. Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives: Article A.

First Reading. Second Reading.

Observations and ARTICLE A. ARTICLE A.
Reservations.

The German delega- The High Contracting Parties -The High Contracting Parties
tion makes a general agree to limit the effectives in service agree to limit the effectives in service
reservation in regard to in their armed forces, or land, sea in their armed forces, or land, sea
Chapter I as a whole, and air formations organised on a and air formations organised on a
which, contrary to its militar

ew, dos not cota is military basis, and who may for military basis, to the effectivesview, does not contain
anylimitationofreserves that reason be immediately employ- determined in the tables enumerated
given military train- ed without having to be mobilised, below and annexed to the present
ing, registered, and com- to the effectives determined in the Convention.
pelled by law to serve tables enumerated below and an-in case-of war, although
in its opinion these re- nexed to the present Convention.
serves, while non-exis-
tent in professional
armies, form the decisive I. Land Armaments: I. Land Armaments:
factor as regards per-
sonnel in war, in coun- Table I. - Maximum home forces. Table I. - Maximum armed forces
tries having a conscript Table II. - Maximum overseas stationed in the home country.
system. forces stationed in the home Table II (optional). - Maximum

The British delegation country. armed forces stationed overseas.
reserves the opinion of
its Government as to Table III. -Maximum of total Table III. - Maximum of the total
the limitation of trained forces stationed in the home armed forces of the High Con-
reserves. country. tracting Party.

The delegation of the » Table V. - Maximum of the total Table IV.' Maximum of the forces
United States of Ameri- forces of the High Contracting belonging to formations organised

ca makes ation on the fneraoll reseowing Parties. on a military basis stationed in the
provisions of Chapter I Table VI. - Maximum of the forces home country.
as regards the inclusion belonging to formations organised Table V. - Maximum of the forcesof formations organised
on a military basis and on a military basis stationed in belonging to formations organised
the exclusion of trained the home country. on a military basis stationed
reserves. Table VII. - Maximum of the forces overseas.

belonging to formations organised
on a military basis stationed in
overseas territories.
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First Reading. Second Reading.

Observations and 2. Naval Armaments: 2. Naval Armaments:
Reservations.

Table VIII. Maximum armed (Discussion of text of first reading,
British Empire and the forces.British Empirc and the forces, and the reservations relating thereto,
United States of Ameri- adjourned.)
ca only accept the limit-
ation of naval effectives
provided such limitation
is generally accepted
and provided also that a
satisfactory agreement
is reached respecting the Table IX. Maximum forces be-
limitation of warships. longing to formations organised

The delegation of the on a military basis.
British Empire considers
Table IX unnecessary.

The delegation of 3. Air Armaments: 3. Air Armaments:
France reserves for the
second reading its final Table X. Maximum armed forces. Table I (optional). - Maximum
decision regarding a armed forces stationed in the
separate limitation of home country.
air efiectives of home
and overseas forces. Table II (optional). Maximum

The delegation of the Table XI. - Maximum forces be- aed foe ttione oversea
British Empire considers longing to formations organised 
Table XI unnecessary. on a military basis. Table III. Maximum of the total

armed forces of the High Con-
tracting Party.

Table IV. - Maximum of the forces
belonging to formations organised
on a military basis stationed in
the home country.

Table V. -- Maximum of the forces
belonging to formations organised
on a military basis stationed
overseas.

The President. - In the text adopted at the first reading, the following tables were
mentioned with regard to naval armaments:

Table VIII. - Maximum armed forces.

Table IX. - Maximum forces belonging to formations organised on a military basis.

The delegations of the British Empire and the United States of America declared that they
only accepted the limitation of naval effectives provided such limitation is generally accepted and
provided also that a satisfactory agreement be reached respecting the limitation of warships.

You all know the efforts that have been made in this connection since our last session in I929,
particularly at the London Naval Conference.

The British delegation also stated that it considered Table IX unnecessary.
During the first part of the sixth session, the Commission decided to postpone the discussion

of the text adopted at the first reading and of the reservations relating thereto. I am referring
to the meeting of April 30th, 1929, page 138 of the official record (Minutes of the Sixth Session
(first part, document C.I95.M.74.I929.IX.).

We have before us the text of the first reading, drawn up in I927. No delegation has submitted
an alternative or an amendment to the I927 draft, and it now rests with the Commission to adopt
the text or modify it.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I just want to see i-f I am clear. As I understand it,
what we adopted at second reading applies to land armaments, and over the page-which I do
not think the Chairman read-to air armaments.

The President. - Air armaments are on page 4. I have taken Nos. I and 2 and I shall
go on in a moment to No. 3.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Nothing has been determined about naval armaments, and
I presume we now take what was decided on at the second reading so far as land armaments
are concerned, without regard to what was done at the first reading, because the second reading
has displaced the first reading so far as land armaments are concerned.

The President. - That is right.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - We have now to consider what we ought to do with
naval armaments ?
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The President. - Exactly.

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - The note made in regard to this item
at the first reading I presume still stands for the second reading. I should like to make our position
clear on that. In our opinion, the limitation of naval personnel is not of very great importance,
inasmuch as it depends, for all practical purposes, on the size and character of the fleet. However,
if there is a general desire for a provision of this character, inasmuch as we have now determined
on the size and character of our fleet, we find no serious objections and therefore we withdraw
our observation.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - As I understand, the question of actually how we limit
the numbers of effectives is raised in Article H and not in this article. This is only a general
article, I understand, and therefore as I am in general agreement with what Mr. Gibson
has said, I think it will come up for discussion on Article H.

The President. - May I ask Lord Cecil if he still thinks Table IX unnecessary.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I believe we still do regard it as unnecessary, but we have no
objection to it if anyone wants to have it in.

M. Massigli (France). - I think it is understood that Tables VIII and IX apply to the
whole of the effectives under the Admiralty, whether on land or sea.

Our general desire is to limit all effectives, whether on land, on sea or in the air. But there
are countries where the navy administers certain land troops, for instance, the coast defence forces.
I suppose these forces should come in Table VIII.

The President. - I think everyone will agree with what M. Massigli has just said.

A greed.

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Soviet delegation would like to
insist on leaving Table IX in the draft Convention. Since the British delegate has just with-
drawn his objection to this Table, I do not think there will be any objection to it on the part of
other delegations.

In explanation of our point of view, I wish to point out that there are, in some countries, private
or semi-official formations, on a military or naval basis, belonging to various political groups or
parties. They are not numerous at the present time, but when we come to some agreement in
regard to the reduction of armaments without including in it Table IX, these semi-official orga-
nisations may multiply in contravention of the Convention.

Dr. Riddell (Canada). - May I ask if Table IX applies only to the maximum land forces
and the maximum naval forces, as it comes immediately after "Naval Forces ", or does it also
include the maximum air forces ?

The President. - Table IX only applies to naval forces. We may congratulate ourselves
that the British delegation's reservation regarding Table IX has not been maintained. It is
therefore understood that this Table will remain in the right-hand column of the document
you have before you (Document C.P.D.2II). M. Cobian has just pointed out very rightly that,
as the last table in Article A, which we adopted at the second reading, is now No. V, Tables VIII
and IX must now be Nos. VI and VII.

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I would like to remind the Commission that I voted
against Article A at the first reading, because trained reserves were not mentioned. I say
this at once so as not to have to repeat it in the course of the discussion and so as to save the
Commission's time.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I suggest that we number each of these tables according
to Service-Land" one to five ", Air " one to five ", therefore I suggest that the naval tables
should be so numbered too.

The President. - Lord Cecil's observation is perfectly logical. Nos. VIII and IX should
become Nos. I and II of naval armaments. We now go on to 3: Air Armaments:

Table I (optional). - Maximum armed forces stationed in the home country.
Table II (optional). - Maximum armed forces stationed overseas.
Table III. - Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties.
Table IV. - Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military

basis stationed in the home country.
Table V. - Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military

basis stationed overseas.

Munir Bey (Turkey). - I maintain the reservations made by our delegation with regard
to the distribution of forces between the home country and overseas.

The President. --- Due note will be taken of the Turkish delegation's reservation.
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6. Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives: Article H:

First Reading. Second Reading.

Observations and ARTICLE H. ARTICLE H.
Reservations.

The second paragraph In order to prevent the number The tables relating to land arma-
of Article H has not of officers, warrant officers and ments mentioned in Article A above,
been discussed in con- sergeants from exceeding the legi- shall indicate a maximum number
nection with naval and timate requirements of each army, of officers which each High Con-

Th delegations of the tables relating to land arma- tracting Party shall undertake not
France and Italy declare ments mentioned in Article A above to exceed.
that the clauses of the shall indicate a maximum number The said tables shall further fix
first two paragraphs Of officers, warrant officers and the maximum number of soldiers,
must apply in the same
mucitapiontolandt al sergeants which each High Con- other than officers, who may have
and air effectives, and tracting Party shall undertake not completed more than x 1 years of
that it can only accept to exceed. actual service with the colours.
them subject to this Similarly, for the same reasons as In conscript armies, the number
reservation.

The delegations ofthe tose given above, the said tables of men whose service exceeds the
British Empire, Chile, shall show the maximum figure legal period in force in their respec-
Japan, and the United which each High Contracting Party tive countries but is less than x1

States of America do not undertakes not to exceed in respect years, shall be shown for each High
graph of other ranks whose period of Contracting Party in the annual

service is longer than the longest statements for which provision is
period at present in force in the made in Article IA of Chapter V.
conscript armies of the High Con- The tables relating to air 'arma-
tracting Parties. ments mentioned in Article A shall

The provisions contained in the indicate, in the form of aggregate
first paragraph of this Article equally figures for officers, non-commissioned
apply, tutatis mutandis, to the officers and men together, the maxi-
tables in Article A relating to naval mum number of soldiers who may
and air armaments. have completed more than x 1 years

of actual service with the colours.
The number of men of the class

mentioned in the second and fourth
paragraphs of the present article
who are actually with the colours
shall be shown every year for each
High Contracting Party in the
statements for the preparation of
which provision is made in Article
IA of Chapter V.

Each country may, if it so desires,
show for purposes of information, in
a special column in publicity table
IA of Chapter V, the proportion of
recruits not trained as defined in the
national legislation who are embo-
died in the effectives of its armed
forces.

(To be discussed later as far as
Naval Effectives are concerned.)

Note. - This figure will be determined by
the duration of the longest period of actual
service with the colours which is in force in
the Conscript armies of the High Contracting
Parties at the time of the signature of the
Convention.

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - The British delegation has given notice of an amendment
here dealing with naval armaments. It is proposed to insert the following paragraph between
the third paragraph of Article H (second reading text)-the last paragraph dealing with land
armaments-and the fourth paragraph:

" The tables relating to naval armaments mentioned in Article A shall indicate the
total of the naval forces in the form of aggregate figures for officers, petty-officers and men
together ".

This would be following the precedent of the air personnel and not of the military personnel,
and the reason for our suggesting the amendment is this: the object of distinguishing between
officers and men in the case of a land force, and not in the case of an air force, is to prevent the
possibility of a very large proportion of officers for the land force, which could then be immediately
enlarged at a moment's notice when danger threatened. That is not a danger which applies to
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the same extent to either the air or, still less, to the navy, because the limit of what you can do
depends on the material you employ in ships and aircraft. Therefore, there is not the necessity
to make the distinction, and we propose to put them together instead of separately. I think
it really meets all possible cases of an attempt to have a " camouflaged " force on the ships which
is greater than is necessary for the actual management of the ships. I hope there will be no
objection to that.

The President. - I hope Lord Cecil will excuse my pointing out that the text of this
amendment should have been circulated beforehand.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I quite agree with what the Chairman says and am
extremely sorry not to have circulated this amendment earlier. If any members of the
Commission think they are prejudiced, I am quite ready to have this matter adjourned
to a later stage. It is a matter which has been discussed in both the first and second readings.

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I should be glad if the discussion of this amendment could
be adjourned, since it is difficult to discuss the matter without having the text before us.

General de Marinis (Italy). - The Italian delegation accepts Lord Cecil's proposal and
therefore withdraws its reservations which figure in the margin of Article H.

I would remind you that, in connection with these tables, the Italian delegation formulated
a general reservation bearing on the distinction between home troops and troops serving in oversea
territories. The text of this reservation is on page IO5 of document C.I 95.M.74.I929.IX. 1
Naturally this reservation is maintained. Will it be placed in the text of the Convention or in
the report ? We leave it to the Bureau to decide where it should be inserted.

I would remind the Commission that, generally speaking, the reservations formulated at the
second reading are maintained.

The President. - Due note will be taken of this observation, and the reservation will be
regarded as maintained.

M. Sato (Japan). - Lord Cecil has just said that he was submitting an amendment
to Article H. In my opinion, it is not an amendment but a new proposal, for we have not yet dealt
with naval effectives in connection with this Article H. We have left the last part of Article H
blank.

It seems to me that we ought to discuss this amendment at once withoutpostponement. The
Bureau might arrange to have Lord Cecil's proposal circulated, but meanwhile we might begin
to discuss it, for it is not very difficult to understand. The idea is to provide for the limitation of
naval effectives by analogy with the limitation of air effectives, i.e., in an inclusive manner, without
making any distinction between officers, petty officers and other ratings.

I am glad to hear the British proposal, which I accept. I made a statement with regard to
this point on April 23rd, I927. The Japanese delegation found it very difficult to accept the
limitation of naval effectives. Its argument was that, if naval material were limited, it was no
longer necessary to limit effectives, because the limitation of material brought with it a limitation
of naval effectives. We nevertheless took into consideration the apprehensions of certain
delegations, notably that of France, which pointed out that, if naval effectives were not limited,
the limitation of land effectives would be incomplete. We therefore gave way on this point and
accepted the limitation of naval effectives. It was a great effort on the part of my Government
to make this concession. I should therefore be glad if we were not asked to go further, and I
propose that we should confine ourselves to the limitation of naval effectives as proposed by
Lord Cecil.

In making this concession, my Government had instructed me to make a reservation--i.e.,
to accept this limitation of naval effectives only subject to the following conditions. 2

" () Limitation shall apply to the total naval effectives, without distinction between
officers, petty-officers and other ratings".
This is the British proposal.

" (2) From the point of view of limitation, no fixed ratio should be established between
naval effectives and warships.

" (3) Limitation of naval effectives should not affect either the existence of the necessary,
administrative and training staffs or the normal working of the warships which each High
Contracting Party shall be authorised to retain under the provisions of our Convention".

Such are the three conditions on which we accepted limitation as regards naval effectives.

I had the privilege to be congratulated by the President who said: " I can at once inform
the Japanese delegate that his statement will be noted. On behalf of the whole Commission I

Note by the Secretariat. - Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part).
2 Note by the Secretariat. - See Minutes of the Third Session, document C.31Io.M.1o9.I927.IX, page 323.
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should like to thank him for this fresh proof of his conciliatory spirit. We have often had occasion
to appreciate this spirit, which is so necessary to our work and which has always marked his
contributions to our discussions 

I highly appreciated this statement of the President's. I am not accustomed to receive
such praise, but I was particularly glad of this statement because the President said that he noted
the Japanese declaration on behalf of the Commission.

I strongly urge the Commission to decide on limitation on the lines of the British proposal
and not to go further.

The President. -- Before continuing the discussion, I must point out that M. Rutgers
has put forward a preliminary proposal with a view to deciding whether this debate should be
continued or postponed, owing to the fact that Lord Cecil's amendment was not communicated
to the Commission before the present meeting. It is particularly important to vote on
M. Rutgers' proposal because a second amendment has just been handed in by M. Litvinoff,
to whom I venture to make the same observation as to Lord Cecil. Personally, I think it would
be much better not to continue this discussion and to comply with M. Rutgers' request.

M. Massigli (France). -- I apologise for speaking after the opinion the President
has just given, but I must say that I should have been glad for the discussion to have been
continued. As M. Sato has very rightly pointed out, it is not a case of an amendment but
of proposals which we all knew would be put forward when we came to Article H, and regarding
which we should therefore all have an opinion. If it were an amendment to the text, I should
quite agree to the adjournment; but it is a question of principle. I therefore think that we could
discuss it immediately. At any rate, as far as I am concerned, I am quite ready for the discussion
and I shall have a number of observations to put forward on the proposal made by Lord Cecil
and supported by M. Sato.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - May I say that we gave this proposal in to the Secretariat
rather more than half an hour ago, and as it is only four lines of type I should have thought
that we could have had it distributed before now. I can only repeat that I am entirely
in the hands of the Commission, and, though I think it could be discussed now, I do not want
to press the matter unduly. This is not a question of an amendment. There is a note in the
second reading text pointing out that something will have to be done about naval effectives. It is
merely in discharge of the notice already given to every member that I have proposed this solution.
I should have thought we would be well advised if the discussion could go on, rather than that it
should be adjourned. I feel we have already gone a good way into it.

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). I am mindful of the rules laid down
as to handing in amendments beforehand, but the reason I did not follow the rules in this instance
is that my proposal is based on that of Lord Cecil, which I could not foresee. If it be decided to
adjourn the discussion of Lord Cecil's proposal, I quite agree to the discussion of my amendment
being also postponed.

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - I support what has been said by
M. Massigli, for it seems to me that the question before us is a very simple one. We could very
well settle the principle as to whether there should be an aggregate limitation of naval effectives or
whether there should be some more complicated form of limitation, and then it could go to the
Bureau.

The President. - I would ask if Dr. Rutgers maintains his objection. If so, I must
consult the Commission.

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I am in rather a difficult situation. Some of the delegates
saw the British amendment before the meeting and they tell us that it is extremely simple,
but I am not in the same position. We might, of course, discuss this amendment, but I
do not think such a method has much to recommend it. I myself saw the British amendment
only a few minutes ago and I find it so simple that it might be left on one side. Personally, I
should prefer the discussion to be postponed.

M. Massigli (France). - The Commission can take what decision it wishes. I should
like -to point out to M. Rutgers that, although I saw the text of the British amendment
when I came into this meeting, it was by reading the Minutes of the I927 session that I familiarised
myself with the British point of view. It was in that year that the British delegation took up
this attitude. We have therefore had every opportunity to study the arguments against it.

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - It seems to me that what M. Massigli has just said
constitutes an argument for postponement. If M. Massigli does not agree with the British
proposal, he will have to put forward an amendment himself. But if I am the only one to ask
for a postponement, I shall withdraw.

The President. - In that case, we need' not lose any more time.

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I agree with the President. We might close this debate
y taking a vote.



M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I withdraw my proposal for a postponement.

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - I should like to ask the Commission how it intends
to proceed with regard to naval questions in general. In this Commission, there are many
countries which have no direct interest in naval questions. But there are questions of principle
which have a political scope and which are closely bound up with the other questions we shall
have to discuss. I wonder whether we can discuss questions of principle, like thatfwhich has just
been raised by Lord Cecil and M. Massigli, without some preparation-i.e., without having definite
amendments and proposals before us. I think questions of principle can always be discussed if
they are stated very simply and clearly. Once the question of principle has been settled by the
Commission, the matter might be referred to a naval sub-committee, which can continue the
discussion. I think this would be a good course to adopt.

I realise that I am raising a somewhat premature question, but I think it well to raise it
now.

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -- I agree with the desirability of
expediting this, but I should like to propose an alternative method of reaching the same end. I do
not know whether Lord Cecil is prepared to withdraw the text of the amendment, on the
understanding that we agree to discuss the principle of whether we should have an aggregate
limitation or some more complicated form. I can hardly believe that, after three and a-half
years of exhaustive discussions on this subject, we are not ready to debate the point, and it seems
to me that if we were to put it off again it would, as it were, be sweeping it under the carpet to
get it out of sight.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I should be quite ready to fall in with that suggestion.
I am only anxious to do whatever is convenient to the Commission, and I have never desired to
insist on anything in connection with this. I recognise that I am at fault in not succeeding
in distributing my amendment earlier, and I am entirely in the hands of the President and
the Commission as to the best course to pursue. My only object is to save time.

The President. - Does M. Fierlinger maintain his proposal ?

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - It was only a suggestion, but I should be glad if the
President would give me a reply as to the method in which he proposes to deal with the question
of naval armaments.

The President. - I think it should be dealt with in the same way as the others;
if we are discussing a principle already laid down three years ago, I do not want to prevent
the Commission from arriving at a decision, and, as these questions may be of interest to nations
which are not great naval Powers, I think it would be better not to discuss the matter now. I am
ready, however, to accept the opinion of the majority, and I therefore ask the Commission to
decide whether it wishes to discuss the principle now or not.

The Commission decided to discuss the principle immediately.

M. Massigli (France). - The French delegation, like the Italian delegation, made a formal
reservation at the first reading of Article H and asked that the same rules should apply to the
limitation of naval, land and air effectives.

When the question came before us once more last year, I stated that, in order to reach an
agreement, I was ready to suspend my reservation and to discuss the limitation of land effectives;
I added that, if later on, I was given reasons for not applying the same principles to air armaments
and naval armaments, I should accept these reasons.

As regards air armaments, this demonstration was made last year; it was rightly pointed out
that different principles were in force in the different armies, that officers, non-commissioned
officers and men often performed the same duties, either as pilots or as observers, for example,
and that, consequently, the distinction it was desired to establish was unjustified.

I would remind you that I accepted this argument, and the clauses of Article H already
adopted sanctioned this difference of treatment between land forces and air forces.

To-day the problem is coming before us under another aspect, and I repeat what I said before.
If it is proved to me that the proposed distinction is impossible or that it presents drawbacks,
I am also ready to give way.

But if Lord Cecil will forgive my saying so, I have yet to hear this demonstrated.
What is the situation before us ? The British delegation, supported by the Japanese delegation,

has just told us that the proposed distinction is not necessary, because, as it says, not without
reason, the essential factor from the naval point of view is ships. But because a distinction is
not necessary it does not necessarily follow that it is impossible. Among the numerous tables
which have been adopted with regard to land armaments, several are perhaps not necessary;
but they have been thought useful; they have seemed likely to provide important information
and they have therefore been accepted.

I should therefore like to ask whether the compilation of tables with regard to naval effectives
-I refer here to the table " Officers " and leave out of account for the moment the tables for petty

officers and other ratings-is open to any serious objection. I do not think it is, and I will tell
you at once the difficulty you will find yourselves faced with if you do not prepare these tables.
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As a matter of fact this difficulty is no new one, and here, again, I have but to refer to earlier
debates. Lord Cecil told us just now that it was not necessary to make out these tables because
there was no reason why the proportion of officers, as compared with other ranks, should be
exceeded. Furthermore, he gave an excellent reason to justify the distinction, made from the

point of view of land forces. He said that the separate limitation of officers of the land army
was useful and necessary because it guaranteed that there would not be supernumerary officers
to serve for the cadres of new formations. I am not at all sure that this argument is not also
valid from the naval point of view.

In 1927, M. Paul-Boncour expresseddd d the same doubts and asked whether, in the case of
sudden naval tension or of conflict, it would not be a matter of importance for a country to be
in a position to constitute immediately such a cadre of officers, which would enable it to arm
additional warships. This raises the whole question of auxiliary cruisers and is not without
importance.

Another point is that there are Admiralties which administer, not only the forces on board ship

and the units maintained on shore for the purposes of the fleet (crew depots, etc.), but also real

land formations such as coast defence forces. If you establish no limitation of the officers of

these navies, the latter may increase at will the ranks of the officers of the land formations in

question, and, in this way, the measures taken with regard to land effectives may be circumvented.

Here are two reasons which appear to me to deserve serious consideration. I do not say
that they are irrefutable, and if they can be refuted I shall willingly give way; but, for the moment,
I must maintain the attitude already adopted in this debate by the French delegation, and I ask
for a proof that the tables we desire to be provided cannot be provided.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I was very anxious to hear what other members
of the Commission had to say on this point, because I am advised that it would raise
a considerable amount of difficulty if we were to try and have the same kind of elaborate distinction
that you can manage in the Army; for instance, I am told that, in our Navy, all carpenters,
electricians and technical workers join as petty officers in order to encourage the recruiting of
these types of highly skilled men-they are all classed as petty officers. That would not be true
in other navies, so you would not get any real comparison, and, in this case, we are dealing with
a real comparison. You would not have the same universal distinction that you have in armies,
between the officers, non-commissioned officers and men. That is a three-fold distinction which
applies all over the world and I am told that it would be difficult to make the same distinction
in regard to the Navy in such a way as to be of use in estimating the strength. I cannot pretend
that this is a matter on which the whole question of disarmament turns. It is evidently a minor
question of technical detail; but I am anxious to know what are the views of the American and
Japanese delegations on this matter and I should be very ready to agree to anything that suited
them, subject to the difficulties that I have put before the Commission.

M. Massigli (France). - I was not speaking of petty officers but was only referring to
officers. I recognise that, in the case of navies, what Lord Cecil says of petty officers may be
considered.

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I am always very loath to disagree

with my friend M. Massigli but, in this case, I find myself very much embarrassed. Our delegation
withdrew their objection because it appeared logical to treat naval and air forces in the same
manner. We do not believe in any limitation of naval effectives, but we did not wish to go

against the majority of the Commission on this point. It is obviously more necessary to have
a detailed limitation of effectives for land forces than for naval forces, since the latter cannot
be suddenly increased, in case of war, in the same manner as land forces. We would not find it

impossible to agree to M. Massigli's suggestion as to a distinction to be made between officers
and men if he insisted upon that, but we think such a method would be complicated and useless
and that it would be preferable to have a global limitation of naval effectives.

M. Sato (Japan). - M. Massigli said just now that my delegation supported the British
proposal, but he forgot to add that the Italian delegation did so too-for, if I am not
mistaken, the Italian representative endorsed the British proposal. This is merely a small
rectification.

In connection with the limitation of naval effectives, M. Massigli proposes to make a distinction
with regard to officers-i.e., to limit the number of officers separately.

In the case of navies, it is material which is the prime factor. M. Massigli recognised just
now the force of this argument. Once naval material is limited, the effectives of the crews are
necessarily and automatically limited.

We have always supported the view that naval effectives should not be limited, in view of
the fact that a limitation of naval material already exists. By adopting a limitation of naval
effectives as a whole, we are already establishing a double limitation in the form of a limitation
of material and a global limitation of effectives. We therefore think it quite unnecessary to
limit the number of officers separately. It is difficult to imagine that, in accepting a naval agree-
ment, a country should be able to retain an excessive number of officers as compared to the rest
of the naval effectives, petty officers or seamen. In navies there must always be a certain
proportion between the number of officers and the rest of the crew.
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M. Massigli apprehends that if these officers were greatly in excess of the ordinary average
cadre they might be used for auxiliary cadres on land.

He may be right, but I find it difficult to understand his point. Is it possible for a country to
keep and feed so many officers, which would cost it so much ? For it is not a question only of a
large number of officers, their families also have to be kept. This would be an enormous expense.
I find it difficult to believe that any country could indulge in such a luxury.

Moreover, in nearly all countries naval budgets are being more and more cut down. All sorts
of economies are being made on naval expenses. Since the Washington Conference this reduction
in naval expenses has always been in the forefront of the different conferences. If budgets are
being diminished in this way, it is the more difficult to admit the possibility of an excessive number
of officers. I hope my arguments will convince M. Massigli and that his apprehensions may be
allayed. So as not to complicate the question too much, I therefore suggest that we should be
content with global limitation-i.e., with limitation bearing on naval effectives as a whole, without
making a special distinction as regards officers. For the last three years my delegation has
maintained this point of view. After the limitation of material effected at Washington and London,
my Government will certainly take the same view as it did three years ago, and, as nothing
has occurred to cause us to modify this opinion, I maintain it and entirely support the proposal put
forward.

I should like to add a few observations however. In face of the difficulty M. Massigli has
put before us, I wonder if we could not find a sort of compromise by seeking a solution in publicity.
I have not yet consulted my delegation on this point, but it is an idea I venture to submit to the
Commission. We might publish not only the total of naval effectives, but also the number of
officers and other ratings. This would not be limitation, but publicity, and it might allay
M. Massigli's apprehensions. I should add that I am not yet quite sure of my ground in making
this suggestion and will have to study it further. Nor do I know whether Lord Cecil is prepared
to accept it. As these naval questions only concern a small number of delegations, would it not
be useful, and even necessary, to meet in a small committee to seek a solution ?

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I see no obiection to the compromise suggested by
M. Sato. As a matter of fact, we, and almost all the nations, publish annually in the naval
estimates the number of officers and men in the navy. My only objection to M. Massigli's
proposal is that I think it is a mistake to have in this document any complication that is not neces-
sary, which would only mean a little more difficulty for the officials who have to carry it out.
Also it makes it a little more uncertain if we shall succeed in our object. Therefore, I am against
complications unless it can be shown that there is a real necessity for them. I see the reasons for
limiting the personnel, because there is the conceivable possibility of a country, which wanted to
get out of the substance of its obligations, enrolling a vast number of sailors and marines for use
as naval personnel. Nothing we can put in this document will prevent that, but just to give
satisfaction to M. Massigli and to other delegations I am content that we should limit the total
number of personnel. That puts an end to that possibility. If you limit the total number of
men you are doing all that is necessary to prevent the danger M. Massigli desires to avoid, and I
ask him whether it is necessary to complicate the matter further by requiring a distinction which
we have not insisted on. Personally, I hope we shall stick to the simpler method we have adopted,
which is a compromise. Originally we were against any limitation of personnel, and I hope
M. Massigli will see his way to accept the simpler method. If M. Massigli thinks that his proposal
would facilitate matters I am quite willing to vote for its adoption, as I am only too willing to
reach agreement on a matter which I do not think is of great importance.

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - The publicity of armaments in
all its aspects is one of the weaknesses of the United States delegation, and therefore we are
willing to accept the proposition of M. Sato. In fact, I may say that the thought of making

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - We have moved that there should
be separate tables for officers, petty officers and super-term men in the navy, because these men
can also replace officers in time of war. I am glad to state some measure of agreement with the
French delegate, and I only hope he will not be too ready for a compromise. I am not against
concessions, but would prefer that the concessions should come from those who oppose this or
that measure of disarmament. In moving our proposal, I am not in the least actuated by the
thought that it would affect big naval Powers more than my own country. The proposals brought
forward by the Soviet delegation are inspired only by the desire to obtain the maximum reduction
of armaments and the maximum extension of this reduction to all elements of war. This is of
course, not an end in itself, but only a means of placing obstacles in the way of making war. With
an unlimited number of officers and petty officers, mobilisation and the making of war must
be greatly facilitated; this cannot be doubted. But these remarks concern not only naval effectives
but also land and air effectives, and that is why the Soviet delegation made the same proposals
when the-questions of land and air effectives have been discussed in this Commission.



In addition to the arguments of the French delegate, I would mention that some of the
big Powers have, in peace time, a number of vessels in reserve with reduced crews, and these

vessels could easily be brought into condition for war if officers could be found.
The experience of the last war has shown that it is much easier to find men for the army

and navy than trained officers and petty officers, and therefore it is more important to limit the
latter than the former. I would remind you that, during the last war, for instance, when trawlers
assembled from among fishing vessels, they could not carry on certain operations under fire,
as long as they were not manned by officers or petty officers. As an instance I would refer to

the forcing of the Dardanelles.
For these and other reasons, it seems to me necessary to make special provision for reduction

in the number of officers in the navy, as well as in land and air forces. Lord Cecil has not convinced
me that there should be a distinction between land, sea and air forces. In this I am in disagreement
with M. Massigli also, who, I think, in the earlier part of the sixth session, insisted that air effectives
should be reduced globally.

Perhaps he will agree when we come to discuss again the other parts of the Convention that
there should be the same provision in regard to air and land forces, as he now proposes for sea forces.

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - When we discuss limitation of naval personnel, we must

always have in mind the limitation of land personnel, and perhaps that is the main

question. One main reason for the limitation of naval personnel is the need for preventing evasion
of the rules adopted in regard to the limitation of land personnel by incorporating surplus land

forces in the naval personnel.
That is why limitation of naval personnel was accepted.
We have a proverb in Holland which says " Once the dog is through, the tail will follow after. "

It seems that, as we are prepared to accept global limitation of naval personnel, it should not be
difficult to accept limitation by categoriesas well.

In my view, limitation by categories is necessary, not only in view of the arguments brought

forward by M. Massigli, but also because of the necessity of preventing evasion of the rules regarding

the limitation of land personnel. If it is not decided to limit naval personnel by categories, it
will bepossible to transfer soldiers of the land army who have served a certain period to coast

defence or " landing divisions ". For this reason, I think it is necessary to adopt limitation by
categories both for naval and for land personnel.

Is limitation of naval personnel by categories impossible from the naval point of view ?

Lord Cecil said that, in certain navies, petty officer's rank is given to men who, in other navies,
hold no such rank. I think that objection was met on the second reading by the use of the expression
"men other than officers who have completed more than a certain number of years of actual
service " in place of the expression " petty officers ".

Having followed the whole of the discussion, I do not feel that the atarguments of M. Massigli,
with whose standpoint I am in entire agreement, have been refuted.

Certainly the Netherlands delegation will not oppose the publicity suggested by the Japanese
delegate; but publicity does not exclude limitation-on the contrary.

I do not therefore think that the Japanese suggestion implies the abandonment of limitation
of naval personnel by categories, on which point I share M. Massigli's view.

General de Marinis (Italy). - A moment ago I supported Lord Cecil's proposal for
taking the aggregate figures of officers, petty officers and men.

M. Sato has suggested that this global method of limitation should be accepted, but should be

supplemented by stating the total number of officers. This means that, when we come to Chapter V
of the Convention, we shall be compelled, under this proposal, to specify the maximum number

of officers.
This proposal of M. Sato was accepted as a compromise by Lord Cecil and the United States

delegate. I have the pleasure to accede to it unreservedly.
When we discussed this subject at the first reading, the Italian delegation made a reservation

of a general character. For the sake of consistency, it maintained its reservations with regard to

naval armaments pending the meeting of the Conference, which was then announced. Now it is
possible to consider each proposal objectively.

While one may feel some solicitude in the matter of trained reserves in the case of land

effectives, the position is otherwise in the case of naval effectives, since the latter almost always

serve for a very long period, and this precludes the possibility of greatly increincag the trained

reserves. For this reason, it does not seem to me that there is much ground for making the proposed
distinction, specially if the maximum number of officers, who take the chief part in handling ships,
is made public.

I accordingly agree with M. Sato's proposal.

M. Massigli (France). - I wish at once to thank M. Sato for the friendly spirit in
which he has made his proposal. I also thank Lord Cecil and General de Marinis for the
approval which they have been good enough to give to it. I am in a difficult position. For one

side is appealing to me to be conciliatory and, on the other side, there is M. Litvinoff urging me
not to be weak !

I am anxious, nevertheless, to be conciliatory, because I think we should all be conciliatory.
I believe M. Sato's proposal might be considered by a small committee which might also perhaps
discuss other questions connected with the question before us.
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In any case, I am anxious to say that I shall consider M. Sato's suggestion with the utmost
desire of finding in it material for a solution.

The President. - I think what M. Massigli has just said is a very happy suggestion,
and I propose that those delegates who have spoken on this question should meet this afternoon
at 5 o'clock in the Secretary's room.

General de Marinis (Italy). - I accept the Chairman's proposal. May the delegations
content themselves with sending an expert to the meeting, if they prefer ?

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Of course any delegation will naturally be represented by
anybody it pleases; but, if I may say so to General Marinis, I think that, in all these matters,
the heads of the delegations must accept responsibility for the decision arrived at. It would be a
pity if we tried to devolve it on anybody else.

The President. - There is still one amendment, which has not been distributed-namely,
M. Litvinoff's amendment. Did it refer to Article H ?

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - Yes, my proposal is exactly opposed
to the proposal of the British delegation, and I thought that was just what we were discussing.

The President. - Very well; we will discuss that this afternoon.

It was agreed that a small Committee to discuss this matter should meet at 5.0 p.m.

7. Discussion on Chapter I. Effectives: Article C.

First Reading. Second Reading.

ARTICLE C. ARTICLE C.
By "formations organised on a By "formations organised on a

military basis" shall be understood military basis" shall be understood
police forces of all kinds, gendar- police forces of all kinds, gendar-
merie, customs officials, forest guards, merie, customs officials, forest guards,
which, whatever their legal purpose, which, whatever their legal purpose,
can be used without mobilisation, can be used without mobilisation,
by reason of their staff of officers, by reason of their staff of officers,
establishment, training, armament establishment, training, armament,
or equipment, as well as any organi- equipment, as well as any organi-
sation complying with the above sation complying with the above
condition. condition.

The President. - This article has been adopted at second reading. There is a British
amendment to insert the words " for military purposes " after the word " used " in the second-
reading text.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I do not propose to move any amendment of the text at this
stage in view of the agreement we arrived at. I would like to suggest whether it would not be
well to appoint a purely technical drafting committee to go through the text of these articles
with a view to seeing that it is in proper order, because it is a very important document.

The President. - This very necessary revision will be undertaken rather later. The small
change proposed by Lord Cecil will therefore be considered later.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I think it is much better that we should stick to our rule,
and not deal with any second-reading texts.

8. Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives: Article D.

First and Second Reading Texts.

ARTICLE D.

By " mobilisation " within the meaning of the present Convention shall be understood
all the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services
and units with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to a
war-time footing.

No observations were made on Article D.
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9. Discussion on. Chapter I. - Effectives: Article E.

First Reading. Second Reading.

Observations and ARTICLE E. ARTICLE E.
Reservations.Reservatichs. When drawing up the tables When drawing up the tables

This Article has cot mentioned in Articles A (Chapter I) mentioned in Articles A (Chapter I)

nection with naval and and IA (Chapter V): and IA (Chapter V): by "effectives
air effectives. (a) By " effectives in service in in service in the armed forces " and

the armed forces " shall be under- by "effectives in service in the
stood the average daily effectives formations organised on a military
reckoned by dividing the total basis" shall be understood the
number of days duty by the number average daily effectives reckoned
of days in the budgetary year; by dividing the total number of

(b) By " effectives in service in days duty by the number of days
the formations organised on a mili- in the budgetary year.
tary basis" shall be understood the (The discussion of this Article as
actual effectives-e.g., the actual far as Naval and Air Effectives are
number of men shown up to the concerned has been reserved.)
time of their discharge from active
service or during their periods of
training, in the statement of effec-
tives which determines grants of
every kind for these effectives,
including men who, for any reason
whatever, are absent from the units
to which they are allocated.

The President. - Article E is for discussion so far as it concerns naval and air effectives.

M. Sato (Japan). - I am not in a position to discuss Article E with regard to air forces.
I am at present in correspondence with my Government on the subject. I will ask the
Commission to postpone the question of air forces; but I am prepared to discuss the naval question.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I shall be delighted to discuss any suggestions
which will enable us to complete this article, but I have nothing to propose at the moment.
It seems to have been overlooked by some mistake. The explanation has been suggested
to me that we thought that the article as it stands is quite effective to apply to both naval and
air forces, and that there was no necessity for adding to it anything dealing with those forces
specifically. The same principle applies in all similar cases.

M. Massigli (France). - Lord Cecil has made the admirable suggestion that we should
apply the same principle to naval and air armaments. I agree unreservedly.

M. Sato (Japan). - The proposal made by Lord Cecil and supported by M. Massigli
places me in a difficult position, as my Government would have difficulty in applying
this rule to naval effectives. The land forces in Japan are not continuously in barracks. At
certain times of the year they are sent to their homes. In our navy, on the contrary, that practice
does not obtain. We should, for this reason, prefer a simpler rule applying only to actual naval
effectives.

I should like to hear whether other delegations really consider it indispensable to apply the
same rule to naval effectives as to other effectives, and whether it is not possible to introduce
rather more elasticity into our text.

The President. - I understand Lord Cecil wishes to postpone this discussion till to-morrow.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am very anxious that we should arrive at an
agreement on all these technical matters, but I do not quite understand why M. Sato thinks
that some such system is not necessary for the navy. I should have thought it would be necessary
for all armaments. You must have some system of arriving at the average daily effectives.
I do not want to oppose anything which M. Sato thinks is desirable for the proper working of
the Convention. If you are going to have some plan, it is better to have the same plan in order
to avoid complications.

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - At the first reading it was said that the average daily
effectives would be reckoned by dividing the total number of days' duty by the number of days
in the budgetary year. That was only for the military forces. For the formations organised on a
military basis another system was proposed.

At the second reading the same system was adopted for both categories of forces. The system
is therefore quite elastic, and should accordingly satisfy M. Sato.

M. Sato (Japan). - Lord Cecil was good enough to explain his reasons for supporting
the present text. M. Rutgers has given me additional explanations. Further, M. Massigli
has very courteously intimated that he is against my suggestion. Under these conditions, I
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withdraw my proposal. I will make no difficulty in accepting the present text in the matter
of naval effectives; but I must make an exception in the case of air effectives.

General de Marinis (Italy). - The Italian delegation would like the same definition to
be applicable to the effectives serving in all three categories of armaments. That amounts to
omitting the second paragraph of Article E.

The President. - Article E is accordingly adopted unanimously, subject to M. Sato's
reservation in regard to air forces.

io. Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives: Article I.

First Reading. Second Reading.
Observations and ARTICLE I. ARTICLE I.

Reservations.
This Aertic hs n In each Contracting State having (Discussion of the text adopted

been discussed in con- the conscription system, the total at first reading and of German
nection with naval and period of service which the annual amendments. - See below-ad-
air effectives. contingent is compelled to serve journed.)

FThe delegation t shall not exceed the figure accepted
France declares that the
clauses of this Article by each of the High Contracting
must apply in the same Parties.
conditions to land, naval For each man the total period of
and air effectives. service shall be the total number of

days of active service and of days
of service during the periods of
instruction which he undergoes.

Text drawn up at First Reading.

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION.

In each Contracting State having the conscription system, the annual contingent
and the total period of service which the annual contingent is compelled to serve
shall not exceed the figure accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties.

For each man the total period of service shall be the total number of days
of active service and of days of service during the periods of training which he
undergoes. The period of active service shall be shown separately.

No register shall be kept of persons whose military obligations are terminated.

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - You are already familiar with the German amendment.
It provides that the annual contingent and the total period of service, which the annual
contingent is compelled to serve, shall not exceed the figure accepted by each of the contracting
parties.

You are thus afforded another opportunity of limiting trained reserves, and of proving
beyond all question your desire to arrive at a genuine disarmament in the case of effectives.

The German amendment further urges that the period of active service should be shown
separately. That is indispensable for the sake of clearness. Otherwise it will always be open to
a contracting party to alter the distribution of the total period of service as between active and
reserve service, and so to give a misleading impression of its armed strength.

Lastly, our amendment urges that no register shall be kept of persons whose military obli-
gations are terminated. We want to prevent these persons being reincorporated in the event
of mobilisation, and in that way to limit the trained reserves. I propose that we vote on the
amendment.

The President. -- In view of the advanced hour it seems to me that it is better to
resume the discussion on the German amendment, which is of great importance, to-morrow.

A greed.

The meeting rose at 12.55 p.m.
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THIRD MEETING.

Held on Saturday, November 8th, 1930, at Io a.m.

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands).

ir. Discussion on Chapter I: Effectives. - Article H (continuation): Statement by the
President.

The President. - You will remember that I asked those who took part in yesterday's
discussion on Article H to meet with the Bureau for the purpose of finding a solution of the
question. The solution has not yet been found, but I have some hope that we may succeed
to-day at a second meeting.

12. Discussion on Chapter I: Effectives. - Article I (continuation):

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH AND POLISH DELEGATIONS.

The President. - We will now continue with Article I, to which three amendments
have been submitted.

The first is the amendment proposed by Count Bernstorff, which was referred to yesterday.
The second amendment, proposed by the British delegation, is to alter the text drawn

up at first reading to read as follows:

"In each Contracting State having the conscription system the total period of service
which the annual contingent is compelled to serve shall not exceed . . . days.

" For each man, the total period of service shall be the total number of days of active
service and of days of service during the periods of instruction which he undergoes; and
each of such numbers of days shall be specified."

Thirdly, we have a new text proposed by the Polish delegation as follows:

" For all the High Contracting Parties having the conscription system, the maximum
total period of service which the annual contingent may be compelled to serve shall be
fixed at . .months.

" The total period of service for each man shall be the total number of days of active
service and of days of service during periods of instruction."

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION. - DISCUSSION.

The President. - As the German delegation's amendment, on which Count Bernstorff
wishes a vote to be taken, is farthest from the text adopted at first reading, we will deal
with it first. Has any delegation any observations to make on this amendment ?

M. Sato (Japan). - We have to consider Count Bernstorff's amendment in regard to
Article I.

So far as the first and second paragraphs are concerned, I will say at once that my delegation
is prepared to accept them.

In the first paragraph, Count Bernstorff proposes to limit the annual contingents and the
total period of service in countries having the conscription system to the figure accepted by each.

As regards the total period of service, my delegation has already agreed to the text of Article I
as drawn up at first reading after lengthy discussion, and now incorporated in the German
amendment. In these circumstances, I have no difficulty whatever in accepting this part of
the German amendment. :

The limitation of the annual contingent is a much more difficult matter. Speaking generally,
as regards the limitation of land forces, we may say that, once the total strength of these forces
has been limited, the object of the limitation has been attained. If you add to this total limi-
tation a statement of the average daily effectives, calculated according to the method indicated
in Article E, the limitation appears to us to be both complete and equitable. The fixing of
the annual contingent and the length of service within the limits of the total average effectives
per day calculated in the above manner should be left to each country to determine according
to its special circumstances. At first sight, the strict limitation of the annual contingent
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contemplated in the German proposal may appear reasonable; but on reflection it seems that
it would be difficult, and not very fair, to apply the same strict rule to different countries whose
conditions are not the same and whose armed forces are composed on systems which vary
considerably.

There is yet another difficulty. In my country, for example, the period of service differs
in the various arms. For the infantry, it is a year and a half, and for transport drivers two
months, and there are other periods of service in other categories. This variation in the period
of service is a necessary consequence of general conditions in the country and army requirements.
According to the German proposal, the annual contingent for all arms and their different periods
of service would have to be fixed. The figure for the annual contingents would inevitably appear
very large, and would be of little value for obtaining a correct idea of the armament of any
given country and for making a fair comparison with the armament of other countries. It was
precisely in order to avoid difficulties of that kind, and possible inaccuracies, that we decided
to adopt as a standard the maximum effectives determined by the average effectives per day.

Moreover, the interconnection between the total effectives, the period of service and the
annual contingent cannot be denied. At the Third Session of our Commission, I made a long
statement in regard to this interconnection. I do not desire to repeat the same arguments
here, and would therefore refer you to page Ioo of the Minutes of the Third Session.l I should,
however, like to emphasise once again the fact that you must be able to vary the strength of
the annual contingent if you wish to fix the total effectives in armies having a variable period
of service. I say " a variable period of service " because in many countries there is a tendency
to reduce the period of service.

It has often been pointed out that if you shorten the period of service you run the risk of
increasing the trained reserves, but, in my view, you should not forget that the military value
of the trained reserves which are thus constituted will necessarily be reduced as a result of the
shortening of their military training. The increase in numbers thus sets off the decrease in
their military value. Moreover, I do not think that the increase in trained reserves is peculiar
to conscript armies. I do not really understand why we have not yet discussed this question
in its relation to professional armies. It is true that the period of engagement in a voluntary
army is usually much longer than the period of service in conscript armies. Consequently,
when the volunteers have completed their engagement, say after ten years' service, they may
be regarded as trained reserves possessing a first-class military value. Moreover, in some cases,
these volunteers may be discharged before the expiration of their engagement-say at the end
of five years. It is obvious that they will be much better trained than conscripts, and will
constitute better reserves than those of conscript armies. If trained reserves constitute a
disadvantage, therefore, that disadvantage exists not only in conscript armies, but in professional
armies also.

Since we are still at the stage of the second reading of the whole text of Article I, I should
like to say that I am concerned to find that this Article refers solely to conscript armies, no
rules being laid down for professional armies. This gives the impression that the conscription
system is to be subject to stricter limitation, which, in my opinion, is unfair.

If you are going to determine the precise length of service for conscripts, you ought also
to determine the duration of engagements in professional armies, and to publish the number
of men discharged from such armies. I think that is only fair.

I have been speaking of the German amendment in so far as it concerns land forces. As
regards naval and air effectives, my delegation finds some difficulty in accepting the fixing of
the duration of service contemplated in Article I, as drawn up at first reading. As regards
these two classes of effectives, my delegation would prefer a more flexible system.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I hope that you will feel it right to put the first
paragraph of the German amendment separately from the others because they really raise
entirely distinct questions. We have no objection at all to limiting the number of the annual
contingent, and I am a little sorry that my colleagues of Germany and Japan have introduced into
that question the question of trained reserves, which does not seem to me to enter into the matter
at all. If you limit the number of the effectives you will no doubt limit the number of the trained
reserves, and limiting the total number of the army is the best way of limiting the number of the
trained reserves, not only by conscription but by the voluntary system also. It is a matter which
must really be continually emphasised, that the number of trained reserves entirely depends on
the number of people whom you enlist in your Army and on nothing else. Therefore, I do not
think the question of trained reserves arises here at all, and we do not propose to raise that
question in any form. In saying, then, that I am " in favour of the German amendment ", it is
not owing to a desire to raise that question in any way, for, with all respect to Count Bernstorff,
I do not think that it is an amendment of great importance-merely to tell you what is to be the
proportion in each Army of the conscription system and the voluntary system; how much of the
Army is conscriptionist and how much is voluntary, and therefore how much depends on the
annual contingent and how much on the voluntary system. The only thing is that it does give
you that information, and, when you come to consider the amount that each country accepts for
its total strength, I think the question of how much of that is composed of long-service men and

1 Note by the Secretariat.-- Document C.3IO.M.IO 9 .I9 27.IX
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how much of short-service men will become a matter of great importance. Other things being
equal, a voluntarily enlisted man who serves for a considerable number of years is probably, after
a lapse of time, a more valuable fighting machine than a conscripted soldier who serves for a short
term. I support the amendment therefore, but not on the grounds put forward by Count Bernstorff,
because I do not think it is a question of limiting trained reserves.

In my view, the British Government would have been glad if some means could have been
found to take into account the trained reserves of every country as part of its military strength.
They have arrived at the conclusion, however, that it is not practical to limit trained reserves.
Therefore in supporting this amendment as I do, it is on the ground that it gives a more complete
picture of the military strength of each of the countries concerned. With regard to the second
and third paragraphs, I will reserve my observations until we come to them. I would like to say
that our amendment is not an alternative amendment, for, whether the German amendment is
adopted or rejected, I shall still ask that our amendment be considered.

M. Massigli (France). - As Lord Cecil has just pointed out, the German proposal
raises several questions. It seems to me that there are three different points: the limitation
of the annual contingent, the limitation of the period of service, and, finally, in the third
paragraph there is another question which I will not specify at the moment because, frankly,
I do not quite understand it.

I will not refer to the period of service, which I think can best be discussed in connection with
the British and Polish amendments.

I will therefore confine myself to the first and third questions.

The idea of the limitation of the annual contingent is not a new one. It was discussed, if
I remember rightly, by Sub-Commission A, which rejected it for the excellent reasons mentioned
by M. Sato. Once you fix the average daily effectives, and once the period of service is known,
for any given army, it is an easy matter to ascertain the strength of the annual contingent-
especially as Article H provides that each country may publish the proportion of recruits not
trained as defined in the national legislation-that is to say, the exact number of the conscript
contingent.

What, then, is the object of Count Bernstorff's proposal ? Notwithstanding the more
favourable interpretation placed upon it by Lord Cecil, it seems to me that it does raise the
question of the limitation of trained reserves. Count Bernstorff has signified that my interpreta-
tion is correct, so I need say no more. I do not wish to reopen a matter which was very fully
discussed at the first and second readings, and will merely say that I cannot accept the limitation
of trained reserves. I should like to add a further argument. The limitation of the contingent
gives rise to inequality among the men of the contingent. In some countries this principle of
inequality is accepted, and the periods of service differ according to the arm to which the conscript
is attached. But there are other countries in which, for social or political reasons, equality of
military obligations has always been the rule. The limitation of the contingent introduces among
a given class of young men the idea of inequality in those obligations, and that suffices to make it
unacceptable to certain countries, including my own.

The last paragraph of Count Bernstorff's proposal provides that "no register shall be kept
of persons whose military obligations are terminated ". I must frankly admit that I do not
quite grasp the meaning of this clause. The military obligations of a citizen are laid down by
law, and the law prescribes the age to which the obligations extend. Once that age is passed and
the citizen's obligations are at an end, I do not see how he can be registered for military purposes.
So far as a conscript army is concerned, therefore, I can see no object whatever in the proposal, and
there would be even less need for it in a professional army, because, in countries with a voluntary
army, citizens have no military obligations, and there could be no question of their registration.
I do not understand the meaning of this paragraph, and I shall therefore refrain from expressing
any opinion until I have had a fuller explanation.

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I feel some uneasiness about the principle of equality
as expounded by M. Massigli. In the first place, this equality would necessitate the
calling-up of the whole annual contingent of a country, and, secondly, all the men would have
to serve for the same period. Since all the classes would be embodied, I do not see how it would
be possible to avoid an increase in the size of the army and acorresponding increase of material.
I think the argument of equality, which has so often been invoked here in the name of democracy
against the limitation of the annual contingent, is fatal to the idea of disarmament. This conception
of equality necessarily involves the maintenance of large armies, at all events so long as the
conscription system is in force. How can this be avoided ?

M. Bourquin (Belgium)]. - The proposal to limit the period of service was originally
moved by the Belgian delegation. You will all remember the able and persuasive way in which
it was defended by my friend M. de Brouckere. I need not repeat his arguments in favour
of this limitation, since you are already familiar with them. I should like to state, however, that
our attitude has not changed. We consider that the limitation of the period of service should be
included in our Convention, and that its omission would be extremely regrettable.
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I am aware that, in calculating the maximum effectives in accordance with Article E of
our Convention, account is already implicitly taken of the period of service, since the figures
to be established are the result of two factors: the size of the contingent and the length of the
period of service. Nevertheless, the terms of Article E would allow contracting States to play
off one of these factors against the other, laying chief stress either on the contingent or on the
period of service. Without failing in its obligations under Article E, a contracting State could
quite well either reduce the period of service and increase the contingent, or reduce the contingent
and increase the period of service. It is in order to prevent this second contingency to some extent
that we think it necessary to establish in the Convention the principle of the limitation of the period
of service by adding a special limitation, concerned solely with the period of service, to the general
limitation. In our view, this is essential to prevent conscript armies from gradually assuming
the characteristics of professional armies; or, to put it more clearly, to prevent conscript armies
from securing the advantages of professional armies while avoiding their drawbacks; and we
therefore hold strongly to this principle.

The amendment submitted by Count Bernstorff deals not only with the limitation of the
period of service, but also with the limitation of the annual contingent. That is quite a different
question.

As far as Belgium is concerned, and from the point of view of our national interests alone,
we have no objections to raise, because this limitation of the contingent is a matter of necessity
for us. We know the birth-rate which will determine the contingent at the time the Convention
comes into force. We know that the contingent will be considerably reduced. This reduction is
forced upon us by the nature of things, but the proposal now made is for a reduction by treaty;
and, as M. Massigli has just pointed out, the question of reduction by law involves difficulties
of principle. States will be obliged to discriminate. Discrimination in the case of the unfit is,
of course, a natural thing. If, however, another kind of discrimination be attempted, this will
conflict with certain principles, and for political reasons will be absolutely inadmissible in certain
countries.

We cannot deny, as Count Bernstorff admitted just now, that what we have to settle is the
question of trained reserves. I need not remind you of the gravity of this question, and of the
difficulties to which it has given rise. If it be revived, we shall not be able to reach agreement.
It is our unanimous desire to find a solution, and therefore we must not say any more about
trained reserves. If we reopen that discussion, we shall never reach a practical solution.

From a practical point of view, therefore, I would urge Count Bernstorff not to press his
proposal.

General de Marinis (Italy). - The question with which we are dealing has
already been discussed at length in our Commission. Personally, I think it would be extremely
difficult to advance new arguments in support of the various views put forward at the first reading
of the draft.

I am more convinced of this than ever after hearing the remarks of the previous speakers,
to which I have listened with the greatest interest. I will merely say, therefore, that there has
been no change in the views of the Italian delegation on this question.

I think it unnecessary to repeat my previous arguments in support of these views. If I wished
to do so, I could not do better than repeat the summary of those arguments so ably presented
by our colleague M. Sato. Our delegations, his and my own, have always been in agreement on
the problem of the period of service. Consequently, I need only associate myself with what
M. Sato has just said, and would add in conclusion that I approve the text of Article I drawn
up at the first reading, so far as it concerns land effectives.

I share M. Sato's views on the subject of naval and air effectives, and consider that Article I
should be confined to land effectives.

I also agree with M. Sato's statement to the effect that if the period of service in conscript
armies is to be strictly limited, it is also necessary to limit the number of engagements in professional
armies, and to publish the number of volunteers discharged from those armies.

That is what I wished to say about the Italian delegation's views. I should like to add,
on my own account, that I do not think, in view of our past experiences, that there is any
chance of a continuation of this discussion leading to any change in the views already expressed.
I feel that the time has come, if we are to make any progress, to take note of the reservations
of the delegations still in the minority, include them in our draft and in our report, and then
get on with the work. If we go on with this discussion we shall only hear a repetition of the
speeches already made in Sub-Commission A and at the various sessions of our Commission.

Dr. Riddell (Canada). - The views of the Canadian Government on universal and compulsory
military service have not changed since the proposal of the Chinese delegation was examined
during the first part of the sixth session of the Commission. I repeat what I said then; the
traditions, the environment and the practice of the Canadian people are opposed to such a
system, and its abolition would mark an all-important era in moral and material disarmament.
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Nevertheless, our delegation, in common with many others, doubted whether it would be wise
for the Commission, at that time, to adopt a resolution which laid down a definite and complete
prohibition of a particular system of national defence, when the Governments which had that
system refused absolutely to give it up or to limit the numbers of their trained reserves. The
amendment proposed by the German delegation does not go so far as to prohibit compulsory
military service but it aims at limiting, firstly, the annual contingent, and secondly, the total
period of service which the annual contingent is compelled to serve. The Canadian Government
supports wholeheartedly the part which proposes to limit the annual period which a contingent
is to serve. We believe it is possible to train a man in the art of defence in a shorter period
than for offensive warfare. The Canadian Government presumes that the object of countries
favouring compulsory military service is to train men to defend their frontiers and soil, and
not to attack neighbouring States. Defence is a legitimate and a normal act; attack is a
reprehensible one. The limitation of the period of training may well be regarded as a restriction
upon intensive military training, which so often leads to aggression. In regard to the other
part of the German amendment, asking that the annual contingent be limited, the Canadian
Government hold the opinion that the doing away with, or the limiting of, trained reserves, would
advance the cause of disarmament probably more than any other single step which could be
taken. Up to now our discussions, including the discussions at this present meeting, have
not seemed to show us any probability that we could gain unanimity on such a subject, for the
reason already stated, that certain Governments represented on this Commission refuse to agree
to reduce their armed forces on this basis, and have repeatedly so refused.

The Canadian delegation is in agreement with the suggestion that the total period of service
should be the total number of days of active service and of days of service during the period
of training or instruction which the conscript undergoes and that the period of active service
should be shown separately. We do not, however, believe that the last portion of the amend-
ment, which reads "No register shall be kept of persons whose military obligations are
terminated ", is practicable or even desirable.

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Soviet delegation does not attach
much importance to the proposal for the limitation of the term of active service of annual
contingents as long as the Commission does not decide on the limitation of the number of
trained reserves. So long as that is not limited it does not appear to us to matter how long
the term of service is. Indeed, the shorter the term of service, the greater may be the number
of able-bodied men passed through active service. It is only if the Commission decides on the
limitation of trained reserves that the question of reducing the term of service becomes of any
importance, so that if the Conference agrees to the limitation of trained reserves we shall certainly
support the proposals for the reduction of the term of service.

As regards the German proposal, it seems to me it would be a partial solution of the problem
of trained reserves, if we were to strike off the registers all those able-bodied men who have
fulfilled their military obligations. In that way we reduce the number of trained reserves in
each country. It is not a very great reduction but it is something, and it prevents the dragging
into war of entire nations, including even old men.

For the reason that we are always prepared to support any proposal which tends to diminish
the possibilities and the scope of war, the Soviet delegation is prepared to support the German
amendment in its entirety.

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). - As a new member of this Commission, on which I have
been appointed to serve by my Government, I have not had any experience of its previous
discussions. Nevertheless, I feel bound to express the views of the Chinese delegation in regard
to this important article. Dr. Riddell has already referred to the Chinese proposal for the
abolition of compulsory military service, and you know that our delegation has always supported
any measures designed to prevent war, and has given evidence of its desire for everything which
might conduce to the maintenance of peace. Therefore I merely desire to state that China
will vote in favour of any measure for the limitation of armaments of any kind.

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I only make one appeal to my German colleague
because, in spite of all the eloquent observations that have been made, I am still of
opinion that, whether we put in these words, " the annual contingent ", or not, we make little
change in the draft. It has been, I will not say welcomed, but treated by both of the contestants
on the question of trained reserves as raising that point, but I am convinced myself that it does
not raise the point and that it will not affect that question one way or the other whether you
pass these words or not. In these circumstances, is it worth while, merely in order to reaffirm the
German proposition in favour of limiting trained reserves and that of the French delegation
and others against that proposition, to divide on the question ? I think it would be a good
example for the future conduct of this Commission if the German delegation were to withdraw
this part of their amendment. As to the rest of it, I am warmly in favour of it.

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - As my neighbour and friend, General de Marinis,
has remarked, the very last thing that I desire is a repetition of speeches, and therefore
I confined myself to a few remarks yesterday, and will be very brief to-day. My earnest desire


