0353

Hene w 'Y 1y i

kl’-.fgru# 7’% |

Jsf 171




OFFICE OF STRATEGIC SERVICES
WASHINGTON, D. C.

14 March 1945
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Washington 25, D. C.
Dear Grace:

I believe the President will find of
interest thé attached memorandum. Will you
kindly see that it reaches his desk. |

Thank you.

Sincerely, °
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Williem J. Donovan
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MAMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

I am enclosing a study which we have prepared on

official discussions of criteria for the regulation

of armements. The study sets forth the chronology

and orpganization of the dissrmement nesotiations

after the last war; an examination of the discussions
of population, resources, snd arms expenditures as
eriteria for limitation; and a consideration of Soviet

proposals advanced during the conferences.

FliAdaddi., _

William J. Donovan
Director
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SUMMARY
PART ONE

l, Part I, an introduction to the succeedlng parts,
summarizes the bases of disarmament negotiations in the
Cﬂ;ﬁnﬂﬂt of the League of Nations, and the peace treatles
that ended World War I. It outlines the organizational frame-
work of the various negotiations held under the League of
Nations from 1920 to 1935, describing the structure of the
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmement Conference, and the
Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. It
merely mentions, without discussion, other disarmament activi-
tles taking place during these ycars which are not significant
fram the polnt of view of succeeding parts of this report. A
blbliography relevant to the several parts of this astudy 1s
also included, :

- PART TVIO

l, Population as a factor in dlsarmament was not of
ma jor importance during the negotiations from 1920 to 1933, in
fact, it wans specifically mentioned in only threoe connections,
It was discussed separately in subcormittee meetings with
reference to a specific questlonnalrec as onc of the factors
entering into a nation's war potential; In the American dis-

armament plan of 1932, 1t was proposed that slze of hoge=

N




security forces be linked to size of population; and finally,
in the Draft Disarmament Convention it 1s provided thet a
nation may prolong 1ts term of service for consecript troops
beyond convention limits insofar as a decline in the birth
rate makes such prolongation necessary to keep army strength
up to a preseribed maximum,

2. The question of population had also same bearing
on the related problems of methods of recrultment, maintenance
of trained rescrves, and natural resources as factors in dis-
arpmament plans,

PART THREE

l. Although natural resources nnd "war potential as
factors in disarmement plans were diacussed at all stages of
the disarmament negotiations, 1919-1933, the main lines of the
argument concerning them were laid down bofore 1927,

2, Therec was general agreoment as to the accepted
concept of war potentiel in its broadest sense; however there
was disagreement over the dividing line between armament
proper and war potential,. :

5« There werc alsc two confllcting viewpolnts as to
how to relate armament limltation to war potentiel, The
Frcneh position implied that armaments should be allowed
inverse ratio to war potentlal so as to oqualize national

ablility to wage war; on the other hand, Groeat Britaln

vit ——————
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the United States and Germeny wishod simply to limit every
nation's ‘armament below the level at which it could "commit
ageression", ignoring war potential and thus, in offect,
according to the French, ostablishing war strongth in direct
ratio to natural resourcos.
PART FQUR
ls The possibility of budgetary limitation of armaments
was the subject of thorough invmstlgntiun and oxtended dis-
cussion among the powers, The question was examined at length
in technlcal sub-commissions of' thes confortnce which reported
to the conference that it was fcesible to report armament
expenditures in a stondard form and that limitetion of
expendltures could be uscd as a method of armamont limitation,
either alone or in conjunction with dircet limitation by
spocific enumoretion. I
2, While the technlieal sub-commissions wero able to show
the technical feesibility of indircect nr.budgotary 1imi tation
of armaments, ccnsidcorable opposition was ralsed against this
method of contrecl. This pppoajtion seems to have dorived
partly.from the bellef that dircet quantltative methods arc
simpler than indirect financlal ones and partly from fear that
states with high standerds of living or high monctary produc=-

tion costs would suffer from an Impliclit comparison.

vitd T ——



3, Tho objuetions raiscd by cortain poweors 'against
budgetary limitation should be cvaluated in tho light of the
fact that these powcrs raised equally strong objcetions to
othor methods of regulation,

PART PIVE

l., In 1927 and 1928, thc Government of the USSR
presented two draft conventions to tho Preparaéciy Commlssion
on Disarmament. Both Soviet plens differcd substantially from
the draft convention which formed the basis of the work of tho
Commission.

2. The first fovlct proposal wus for "immediate, com-
plete, end genoral disaoruament" to take plrce within four
years after the acceptance of the convention, with a ma jor
paert of the disarmament concentratcd in the first yoar,

3+ The sccond Soviut plan c¢nlled for purtial disarma-
ment under a "proportional percentage" plan; it envisaged over-
all percentage reductions applicd to all elasscs of armamecnt
(and cffcetives) with the largest porcontages applied to the
most heavily armcd nations,

4, lelthcr of tho Sovict plans was sdopted by the
Comnission., Some of tho main arpuments advanccd against them
werc that they werc impr-otical, that they were outsidec the

framcvor of %he Lengue ol Netions, thet theoy wonld not in

12, e



themselvos provent war, and that thoy did not take into con-

slderation the security nceds of individusl nations.



i 'Y

REVIIN OF OFFICIAL DISCUSSICNS OF CRITERIA FOR THE REGULATION
OF ] N » -

PAR: ONE: CHRONOLOGY AND ORGANIZATION OF THE
DISARIAIENT NLGOTIATIONS

I, INTRODUCTION

The following part of the preosent reports procscnts, as
o background for the subscquent parts, an outline of the
varlous disarmament ncgotiations botween 1920 and 1933, Later
parts review the discussions of tho soveral eriteria for arms
limitation (population, national rcsourcos, arms exponditures)
which took place durings the negotintions, and of the proposals
for disarmamont made by the USSR. In the appendices therc are
prescnted a blbliogrophy of sources and releovant documentary
abstracts,

I1. BASES OF THE DISARMAMENT NIGOTIATIONS

The initial stimuli for the disarmament negotiations of
1920-1933 were the pcnce trcatiﬂs‘that ended \lorld 7ar I and
the Covenant of the Loapgue of Nations,

In sccordance with President Wilson's Fourth Point,1
provisions for disarmament worc Incorporated into the Covenant
In three placcsa:

Article I made accaptancé of League rogulation of arma-
I, "Adoquito guerantcos iven and token thot national armements

will be roduced to tlc lowest point consistent with domcstic
safoty."
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mont one of the conditions of membership in the-Loague.t

Artlele VIII stated the nced for disarmament and imposed
upon the League Council the responsibility for formulating
disarmament plans for member states,l

Artlele IX provided for a permonent camission on dls-
armament ¢

By tho torms of the various pence treatins with the
Central Povers,ﬂeach defeatod power "undertalkes strictly to
obscrve militory, naval, and air elauscs"™n order to render
possible the initiation of poncrel limitation of thoe armeoments
of all natlons"., Sovere disarmement was imposed on the Contral
Powers: thelr amilca were drastlcally reduced in size and were
to be devoted excluslvely to the malntenunce of intcrnal order
and to the control of the fronticrs; the organization of the
armles was also prescribed in the Troatics, and the Great Gorman
Staff was dissclved. State employcecs such as forost guards,
customs officiala, cte., could not be assembled for military
training. Mamifacturu of arms, munitlions, or other war material
vas prohlbltcd except In factorles approved Ey the Allied
govornments, Importation of arms was prohibited., Manufacture

of polsonous gas wes prohibited. Universal compulsory milltary

1, Soce Appendix A for partial text of Article I end camplete
texts of Artieles VIIT and IX.
2. Tho Trqg;z of Versallles with Gormany, 28 Juno 19189;
The Trcaty of oF, Gormain with Austris, 10 September 1919;
The Troaly of Wauilly with Bulmeria, 27 lovember 1919;

reaty of Trlanon with Hungary, 4 June 1920,
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servico was abollished. The army could be recrulted only by
voluntary enlistment for a period of 12 years (25 years for
officers). The German air force was liquidated. The German
navy was prescribed wilthin very narrow 3imits, and Germany
vas ?qrbiddan to possess any war ship over 10,000 tona, .

The implied promise of Eeneral disarmement following
disarmament of the delcated nations was contained only in the
Proamble to the Treaty clauses on disarmament; thcrefore it
was not, as the Allled powers were ropeatedly to point out, a
legally binding condition for dlsarmament of the Central Powers.
However, Germany insisted that the moral.obligatinn, at least,
was overwhelming; to atrongthen her case, she also quoted from
Clemenceau's reply to the protests of the German Delegation to
the Peace Conference, in which Clemencesu seemingly reaffirmed

the Allied intention to dicarm subscquent to Gormen - disarmament,l

| III. DISARMANENT NEGOTIATIONS UNDER THE LEADERSHIP OF THE

r by " 0 rﬂ,

A, Before 1925

Beforc 1925, attempts at disarmament were carried out

I.” "The Allicd and Associatod Powers wish to male it clear
thet the requirements In respect to Gurman armaments were not
made solely with the object of rendoring 1t impossible for
Germeny to resumc her poliecy of military aggression. They are
nlso the first stops lowards that general reduction and limita-
tion of armaments which they seck to bring about as ono of the
most frultful preventives of war and whieh 1t will be onec of the
first dutics of the Loppue of Nations to promotc..." Extract
I'vrom the roply to M. Clomenccau on bohelf of the Allied end
Associated Powers to the Observutlions of the German Peace Dele-
gates on The Ponce Troctics,

—— lliﬁﬂlﬂﬂin
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by branches of the Leaguc 1tself, The first four asscmblies
of the Leogue of Nations (1920, 1921, 1922 and 1923) adopted
recommendations calling for limitation of expendituro on arma-
montss The first and scecond assemblies called for a two-year
budggtarr freezo; the third assembly invited all nations to
rnturn to their 1913 expanditurn, and the fourth assembly
rocommended that until a general schemc for the reduction of
armaments wes arrivad nt,.national ¢Xpondl ture should be retain-
ed within the limits of tho current fiscal yoar. Rcsults.nf
thesc recommendntions wore negligible,

i The First .ssembly also approved a Temporery Mixed
Commission on the Ruduction of Lrmaments to be composcd partly |
of military expcerts and partly of politicanl, social, and
cconomic oxperts; this Commisslon was appointed by the Council
in February 1921. The Seccond fAssembly requested the Commission
to submit proposals to tho.cnuncil for the reduction of arma-
ments, prcferébly in the preelsec form of a draft treaty or an
equally dofinitu plan. sccordingly, Lord Esher presented to
the Commission a bricf plan for limitation of armement cover-
ing only land fcrqps of the European nations, The Commission
rc jeeted this prcﬁcaal, and suggested to the Council, as its
reason for dninﬁ so, 1ts belief that no schome for disarmament
could be cffective which was not gencral and which did not

provide for somec form of mutual soccurity as a gquid pro quo
»
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for the roduction of rational armements, From this argument
arosc the deeision thut disormament mmst be 1inked to seeurity,

which was cventually ¢o lead to » cul-de-snc,L

B, The Preparatory (ommissicn, 1925-1931 .

After threc ;7crs of conecntrution on security, which
resulted in the abortive Gernova Irotocol in 1924 end hed some
effecet in bringing bout the wildely heralded Locerno [groe-
ments, the Leaguc cf Netlons returnad to the problem of dis-
ermamont, Thoe Six;h lLigsombly (1925) requested the Council to
meke a properatory study with a view towards a confercnce for
the reduction and limitation of armaments, Thls was the gcnesis
of the Preparatory Cormilsasion for the Disarmament Conforence,

. 8et up by the Council in December 1925, The membership of the
ﬂnmmisaian wes to be mede up of repruscntatives of states
members of the Councll and represcntntives of countrics not on
the Council {bcth-mnmbars and non-members of the League) which,
by reason of their geographical situation nccupied a spocinl
position regarding the problem of disarmamont,.2

1, TIrom 1022 onwards, a sorics of sccurity ncgotliations
paralleled disarmomont nogotintions. They will not be dis-
cussed In this rceport; howover, their successes and failurus
roacted directly cnd indirectly upon disarmament negotintions.
2, Mcomborship was later amcndcd to-inelude retiring members of
the Council., The full mawbership eome to Lnelude the British
Empire, France, Italy, Japoan, the Unlted Stetes, the USSR,
Germany, Belgium, Czochoslovekisn, Bulpgarle, Finlcond, the Nother-

londs, Poland, Rumania, Iugeslavia, Chile, .rgontina, Greece,
Turlcey, Sweden, Spaln, Brazil, Uruguay, Venoczuela, Porsia, China,

IrWtato, Norway and Canada,
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The Council made provision for two technical organs to
be at the dilsposal of the Commission: the Permanont Ldvisory
Commission of Military Experts which hed becn constituted
under /ALrtlcle IX of the Covonant; ond a Joint Commission to
fidvise on Economic Questions, consisting of two membors each
of the cconomig¢, financial, and transit organs of the Secro-
tarint, and two mombors cach of the eriployers and workers
groups of the governing body of the IL0O. /.lso, the Council
drew up an all-inclusive questionnaire to scrve as a frome of
refercnce for the work of the Commission.

The first session of the Preparatory Commission was
held in May 1926, The Commlssion set up two technical sub-
comlssions end formed out to them tho Leapue Questionnaire.
Sub=Commission L was to pass on Military, Naval, and 4lr Ques-
tlons, and Sub-Commission B on "other aspoets of the Qrcblom“
(1484, political, soeclial, and economic questions). Letuelly,
Sub-ﬂammissiqp B slmply turned its assignment over to the
Joint Commission, which in its turn set up technicsl committces
on speclel points., (One of these, the Committes of Experts on
Budgetary Questions, continuod to work directly for the Pre-
paratory Commission and, later, the Disarmament Conference).

The sccond scssion of the Proporntory Cormiiasion, in
Sﬂﬁtmtbtr 1926, wra purcly. for form's salc, sinee the Sub-

ShS—
R :
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Commlssions had not yet roported. Sub-Cormission A finally
turned In a 176-page rcport in November 1926; Sub-Commission B
submitted a group of threo reports in March 1927,

The 'Third Session of thu Breparatory Cormission, in
March end Lpril 1927 drew up a Draft Conventlon on Disarmarent
based on the reports of the Sub-Commissions end on o synoptie
table drawn f:om proposed British and Fronch druft treatics.
Tho first reading revealed many areas of non-agreencnt, and
the Commission ndjourned sine die, i order to give the indivi-
dual governments & chonee to iron out diffcrences through
direct negotiation,

The Fourth Seasion of the Prepeoratory Cormission, in
November 1927, cnd the Fifth Scssion, in March 1928, did not
achiove a second reading of the Draft Convention. Thoy were
mainly ai:m'cérnud with two Soviet proposals, one for the complete
aboll tlon of gma::;enta, and the other for proportional reduc-
tion of armaments.l

The Sixth Session finally convened in .pril 1929 and ad-
vanced to the socond reading of the Draft Convention; howecver,
tho text agreed upon in this reading was so unsatisfactory to
many of the states fl’mt in the Tenth Lsscmbly of the League
(September 1929) many of tho so-called "agreed" points were

I, See Part Five for a discussion of the Sovict proposals.,

e b
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reopened. The Sixth Session had never formally adjourned;

the ncmbers finally reassembled in Novanbor 1930 for the third
and last reading of the Drﬁft Convention., With this, the
Commission consldered i1ts work completed; it avoided setting a
date for the Disarmament Conforence, leaving this job to the

Council, :

Ce The Disarmoment Conforcnce, 1932-1933

In Februnry 1932 the Conference for the Reduction and
Limitation of /rmaments finally convened at Geneva, The
Conferonce soon presented a "study in devolutlon"; it organized
l1tself into:

The Bureau of the Conference =-- for decilding on the

ordcr of business

The General Commission -- for conducting the pgenernl f
business of thc conference; it was empowufad to con-
stitute commissions and sub-com.issions nn& dlid so,
a8 follows:

Lend Commission

Naval Commission

iilr Cormission

National Defense Expenditure Cormission

Political Cormission

Morel Disarmament Conmission
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Special Cormlttec to Gnv;r Chemicul and Baeterial
Weapons = 0

Speclal Comittee on Effectives

Speclal Comi&ttau on the Trade and Manufacture
of . rnmamocnts _
(Practically speaking, these sub-commissions
S8imply duplicated tnchnicdl end semi-technical
work which had previously becn studicd in the
Preparatory Commiession and its subordinate
bodies,.)

Lt the first scssion, the Disarmament Confercnco Eecame
Involved in studying a prapoﬁal for "qualitative" disarmanmont--
that 1s, for tho abolition or limitation of egeressive as
opposed to defcnsive weoapons. .lso, 1t held discussions on a
plan for disermament presented by Presldent, Hoover, which
provided for tho abolition of certaln spbeified aggrossive
weapons and for the rcduction of 2ll other armaments (over a
certain "defensc" ccntingaﬁt] by one-third. However, no
actlon was taken on cither of these proposals. Lfter the
first session, the Conforence du#clnped into a duel bectween
Germany and Francc over cquality of rights for tho former:
few proposals concerning disarmnmcnt were made at the second

scssion (December 1932-Junc 1933) thoe main ones being "French
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plan" (which was meinly o sceurity proposal) end & British
Dreft Treaty for dircet limitation of armaments (with figurcs
filled in for the Bize of standing ammics). Both theso
proposals wore stlll-born,

The Disarmoment Conforence actually achleved no con-
crete results; 1t baanu more and more sterile during its
first two yoars and, after the withdrawal of Cermany in October
1935, its existonec became purely nominal,

D. QOther WNegotintions undor Artlcle VIII of the Covenant

Certoin other draft conventlons were drawn up under
the torms of rcference of Artlelo VIII of the League Covenant,
doaling with trade in armements and with chemieal warfarc;
these Conventions had 1ittle or no boaring on the disarmoment
noegotiations under discussion in the succeeding parts in this
sorles ond are consequontly not detolled hero.

IV. DISARALENT NEGOTIATIONS UNCONNECTED WITH! THE LCAGUE
OF TATIONS

Eetwocn 1920 nnd 1933 certaln otheor dlsarmament confor=-
encct were held beyond the framework of the Longue of Netions,
Howevor, the pnrticular espocts of disarmemont which are under
discussicn in the followlng parts of thla seriecs did not enter
luto theso confercnccs; the most important ones arc listed hor

morcly for the record:

e pocccrien




B afe v —

The Washington Conferonco, 1921-1922. This resulted in tho

Treaty of Vashington botween France, Great Britain, the
United States, Italy and Japan, limiting certain naval

armament on & tonnage bosis,

The Moscow Conforence, 1922, Tho purpose of this conference

The

wos to effoct proportional reduction of tho nrmics of
the USSR and its Baltie naighbcrs;.huwever, the Soviet
propeosal was not accepted.

London Naval Conference, 1930, This rusulted in the
Treaty of London, imposing furthor naval limitation on
a tonnage basis upon Japan, the Unitad Statos, and Gront

Britaln,
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PLRT TWO: POPULATION AS A F.CTOR IN DIS/RMAMENT NEGOTI.TIONS

I. DISCUSSION OF POPUL.TION DURING T!Iii NEGOTI.TIONS

The 1dea that population is a specific factor which
should be welghed in moking disarmement plans was never carc-
fully canvassed by the powers at the various disarmament nego-
tiations between 1920 osnd 1933, In fact, the subject made only
three entrances into the long discussions,.t

The first of these was in Question V (a) of a Goneral
Questlonnaire submitted in 1925 to the Preparatory Conmission
for the Diaﬂrmﬂmeﬁt Conference -- should populaticn (together
with such other factors as resources, geographical situation,
communications, cte,) be taken into account in drawing up the
scalc of armoments permissible to the varicus countries? Tho
Guestionnaire was referred by the Commission to two sub-com=-
miasions, each representing all the membef nations. The sub-
commissions devoted little attenticn to Question V (a); in
thelr final reports to the Preparatory Commission, they mercly
goneralized, ns might have been expected, that the size, density,
and arrongoment of population were factors which affocted war
potential but could not be accurately mcasured, (Incidentally,
final reports of the two sub-committees totalled over 200
pages, only five of which were token up by the anawers to this

po int ] .
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In the Draft Convention on Disarmement, which the
Proparatory Commission finally produced to submit to the Disg-
armament Confercnce proper, the only moention of population 1s
connected with the length of military service; at the suggos-
tlon of the Belglan delogate, Articlc 8 of the Convention prc-,.
vided that a nation was to be allowed to prolong its tcrm of
servico for conscripts beyond the convention limits insofar as
a docline In the birth rate hed made such prolongation necusa;ry
to keop army strength up to the maximum allowed in the treaty,
All the states represcnted acqulesced in Article 8.

Lator, during the Confercnce ltself, on /merican
preposed disarmament plan ineluded tho suggestlon that popula=-
tion be used as a mcasure of the size of nrmy necessary for
internal seeurlty in cach state, taking as a standard the size
allowed the Central Powers under.tho pecnce treatics and making
speclal allowanccs. for overscas posscssions, deitiénnl army
strength was also to be allowed for defensc; this would not be
linked to population. Discussion of thc /merican proposal as
e.whole became so completely entangled in the Fronech insistance
on éacurity before disarmament, the German fight for ecquality
of rights, and Litvinov's poriodic injcetion of the Soviet

proposalsl that the discussion soldom managed to foeus about

I. Sceo Part Five for n doseription of Soviot disarmemont plans,

I |
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& specific point., However, the following attitudes towards
the proposition werc suggzested:

Germany, justria, nnd Hungery were naturally in favor
of 1t, since it tended to bring the other nrtions 1n linc with
thelr disarmed state.

The British Empire reserved Jjudgment; although lukcwarm
?o the US proposal ns & whole, 1t would probably have had no
ob joetions teo the reclatlion of sceurity forees to populetion,
since 1t was claimed thet British foreccs, taking into account
colonial needs, were elrcady smeller than the suggested 1linmit,

The USSR changed from initial agrecment to opposition,
both because the US proposal rccognizcd the condltion of
impericlism (in its allowance for extra colenial troops) and
because the division of forces Into two contingonts, only one
of which wns linked to populatilon, nllowed taking into consid-
eration "individual instances" to such an extent that nothing
could be accomplished.

France and thc smallcer nations under her influence pin-
pricked the proposal from cvery anglc, although claiming to
agroc with 1t in principle; thoy cbjected thot the method did
not take into account "scerct" army strength, that it gave un-
foir advantage to large nations, leaving smnll ones defenscless,

and that 1t ignored the possaibilities of nations leaguing toget-
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hor. In other words, their viow was thet security must be
arranged before any disormament plan would be ncceptable,
II. DISCUSSIONS OF RELATID PROPLEMS

Although theso erc tho only spoeific monticns of the
population rnutur,'thc attitudes of the states to certain
related problems have some boaring on the question., Of thoese
problecms, the most frequently recurring were thosc concerning
methods of reerultment, maintenance of trained roserves, and
noturel resourcesas n factor in disarmament plana,

The interesting fact about the 1ssuc of voluntary
racruiﬁmont versua conseription wes thet atnﬁes did not divire
rlong population linos but according to troditionnl mothods,
Franco atrnngiy favored conseription as the only possible
method, coupled with shopt terms of service (excopt for Fronch
colonial troops); she based'her stand both on the grounds of
cquality and on tha argument that congeription was the only
method whareby a state with a small population cnuld maintain
a strong army. On the othop hand, wcll-populated states such
£s Russia also favored conseription (and Gormany favorcd 1t if
she werc to be allowoed to have 1t), whereas states, ranging in
populntion from the Unitcd States te the Bnlkan euuntrias
favored standing nrmius. This differcnce did not becomo a hnnn

of contentions the prmhlnu-wua solved rathor early. by agronmont
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to regulate meroly the numbor and torm of service of effoctives
ond not thelr methed of recrultment. Deelsion on what econ-
stituted an offectlve, however, brought up' the whole thorny
gquestion of whot to do with trained roserves. Upon this polint
Francoe was ond romalned intransigeent: the number of tréiﬁad
rosorves should not be limited in eny feshion, Frence insisted
that her relatively small total strength nocossitetod training
for cll. The British Empire and the United States, which orig-
i1nally fovored oxaet limitotion on the number of tralnod
reserves, agreed to a compromise solutlon that substantiaslly
gove wey to tho French viow, Gormany, during tho mestings of
the Proparatory Gommiasioﬂ, tlso favored limitation of trained
roserves, simply because the Verssilles Treaty had enforeced sc
long a period of service for regular army mombers that 1t would
have been impossible to erente in additlion any pool: of trained

reserves.

inother question -+ what constltutoed war potentiel and
vhet was 1ts importance In disarmement =-:caused significant
cloavages,t [Ls far back as the meetings of the sub-commissions

to the Proparatory Commission, Franeo? wanted to inelude avery

1, Sece fart Filve for moro detalled discussion of thie peint,
2+« Alsc lLrgontine, Belglum, Rumanlia, Itely, Polond, Yugoslevie,
Czcchoslovakia, end Jopan, :

e e Y
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possible element of wap potential within the scope of the con-
forence, so that quantitative limitations of armements could
be bnsed on strength in posse ns woll as in essc. Gormany, .
the United States, and thoe British Impire,) on the contrary,

wented armaments narrowly defined and limttations based
strictly on armoments =-- not war potentlal. Thiey wore inclined,
however, to ;dnsidar stock-piles and traincd reserves cs arma-
mente, ond heaece limitable; of these they had practically none.
{ilthough 1t was early decided tc restrict narrowly the defini-
tlon of armamonts (and even more narrowly the scope @f linita-
tion), thils general line of division persisted thronghout the
varicus conferences; the French from time to time attempted to
reintroduce "war potential; the United States snd the British
Empire consistently frowncd on such attempts, However, part
of thelr unwillingneoss to reopen the discussion stemmed, not
from prineiple, but frem tactiecs: the Prench, in general, had
cdopted the declaying strategy of constantly broadening the
frame of reference, linking ench point with all other points,
and Insisting upon the "interrclationship" of everything =--
espoeclally of everything and aénurity.

III., THE B..SIS OF OPINIONS

Thls suggests a concluding reservotion: any opinlon
expressed by any stonte upon any speeific peint (such as the
1 LANG anl&nd, the lothorlanda., Sweadern. Buleoapnd
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influence of population) dﬁring the varicus dlarmament confer-
ences must be interpreted at second or third, to say the
least. Even by go;ﬁg back of the Lssembly discussions to the
Conferenco, béck'of the Gonferenéa to the Preparatory Commis-
slon, and back of both of these to the so-called tochnicel
subdivisions, one finds no purely technical decislons, In
other words, since the technical discuasions were always polit-
cal, and since the political positlions of the various natlons
were not only reclated te thet particular decade but even fluc-
tuated within 1t, opinions on technical points were often
adopted, certainly not from impartlal discussion nor even fram
congiderations of militery uxﬁsdicncy, but from motives in the
broadest sense politlcal or, in the narrowest sonse, tactical,
iis such, they reprecscnt not fixed but constantly wvariable

opinions, varying with immedigto political attitudes.

f r
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PART THREE: RESOURCES AS A FLCTOR IN DISLRMAMENT NEGOTILTIONS
I. INTRODUCTION

Disarmament negotiations between the two wars mary be
divided Into three stages, (This division ignores the sepa=
rate naval disarmament conferences; in them, discussion of war
potenticl had 1little sign;ficanaa, except very indirectly as
it concerned maritime communications). In tracing the.idea of
the war potential through these stages, tho first period is by
far the most significant since 1t was then that the lines of
the argument werc laid down, The presont report therefore
covers this periocd only, The two later periods were devoted
largely to extended dlscussion along the same lines of argument.

The first stage dates from thc Versailles Treaty to 1927
(thae third session of the Preparetory Commission for Disarma-
nient)s, During this time, in a variety of memorandas, commis-
slons, and especlally sub-coriissions, the groundwork was laid,
ALlthough the discussion was supposed to be preparatory-and
technical In nature, actually the positions expresscd by the
various countrles contlinued to be held, substantially unmeodi-
fied, throughout all further negotiaticns,

During the second period, from 1926 to 1231, the Pre-
paratory Commission for Disarmarient was trylng to hammer out a
draft conventlon. DIow new ideas were presented at this time,

i R s
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oxcent fo; the Soviet proposal for immediate ond complete, or
Tfalling thls, proportional disarmoment; the negotiations are
interesting mainly as a study of the oxtent to which the states
are willing to compromise,

Tho third stage, 1931 to 1933, is that of the Disarmer=-
ment Conference itself. Theératic&ll;, this should have been
the time for reaching agreement on method; ‘actually, the Con-
Tference bccame little more than an occasion' for distintegration
in which even the spade-work of the ﬁrecading decade wrs lpgnored,

Disarmement nogetiations were substontlally broken off
by the withdrawal of the Gurman delegation from the Conference
in 1933,

IT. THE DISCUSSIONS OF 1920-1927

During these soven years, war potential was discusscd
from two polnts of view -~ what 1t wng, pnd what should be done
ebout it == i,e., how it could be 1inkeé with arms limitation, "

On the point of definltion there was general agreement
when the expreossion was used in its broadost sense ds ineclude-
ing armaments. Besides the sctual military forcos and fixed-
defonse systems cof a nation, thn.aacnptad concept of war
potential éunk into account population (with omphasis on size,
density, and homogencity); degrce of sglf-sufficiency (or, ns

an alternative, contrecl of communication lines); goographical

AT JESSSiTaReIaTY
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situation (especially the length and strength of its fron=
tlers); capacity to produce or import war moterial; finaneinl
strength; stocks of material; railway systoms; politiecal system;
stability; etc.l On the other hand, when the attempt was made i
to differentiate between armaments and war potential, the ques-
tion of where to draw the llne was never scttled, since each
nation wished to classify as "armaments" only what 1t was will-
ing to 1limit, Thus, for the French "treined reserves" and
"materials in stock" were not armaments, but the Panama Canal
wosj whereas of coursc for the United States exactly the
reversc was true,

fissumlng that war potential and armaments could be
distingulshed, two distinct and conflieting views emerged as to
whother to 1limit a nation's armaments according to its war
protential., The French position amounted to a claim that peace-
time armement limits should be set in inverse ratio to a
nation's other war potential: thus a nation weak in ultimate
strongth should conversely be strong ln proparodness, and could
so guaranteo its security,.® This position was also held by
nations in the French ontourage -- Czochoslovakia, Rurienia,
Foland, Yugeslavia; it was also held by other nations which

considered themselves vulnorable or "have-nct's" -- Belglunm,

l, Sece /,ppendlx F,
2, 8ce lppendix F,
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Argentina, Italy, Japan {annn; hnﬁévér, cxpressed few oplnions
on anything except naval disarmament), and, a rather intorest-
ing adherent, Hungary.l

On thc other hand, Great Britnin? the United States, and
Gormany, reinforeced by certain smallér natiéns -= Sweden, Spaln,
Bulgarie, Finland, and tho Netherlands, were most unwilling to
breadon the frame of reference in this manncr, Their position,
roughly, was that armaments should be limited to such sn extent
that no nation could successfully commit aggression, If thore
could be no aggression, thore would be no war, and the question
of ultimate war strongth would be immaterinl, There were per-
haps three reasons for thils confliet of viows, In the first
place, as natlons with strong war potentlials, the first three
countries would have had the lowest armament limits under the
French plan, In the second placc, there wns thoe feoling that
the whele Froneh proposal was nerely a:schema directod at
Gormony, to keep her disarmed while a;lnwing other neations ==
and partiecularly France == to retain their rglatively high

levels of armaments.f In the third place, the technical problem

1., See appondlx G,

2, "Their /The Fronch7 objoct wos to do ns 1littlc disarmament
£8 possiblc themselveS...while at the same timo keeplng Gurnany..
in o state of disarmament corrcsponding...to tho terme of the
Pence Treaty...Look again at the question about a ratio of
arnoments for cach Stato,..0nc could not help thinking, as the
schoric wns expounded, that somehow or other x for France would
corc out at somowhore ncar her presont armamcnts and for.Germany
the nrmamenza of t?u Peaco Treaty." (Tomperley, Maj. Gon, L.G.f
The Whilsperling Cel of Durope. Goun,Taaperley was a member o
m'ﬂwlugaﬁim_fn The Preparantory Cormission, whore he
sat in Sub-Commission /., nnd to the Disarmament Conference).

T O T T
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of evaluating war potential in conparative quantitative terms
was atoggering; ond onec the door was opencd to nen=-gquantita-
tlve measures, anything eould be suggosted as a factor in war
potentdel,l

It will be understood that the oppoalng viewpnints were
not presented on the straight forwnrd lines suggested in the
preceding paragraphs; instead, thoy unfolded gradunlly during
discussions concerning, mainly, the definition of armaments,
cspoeially of peacotimc armamonts, the standards to be usod in
moasuring the armaments of one country against the armements
of ancther, ths questlon "whothor ultimate war strength could
be limitod or whethor measures of disarmoment must bo confined
to peace atrength", and the scopc of tho phrasc "reduction and
limitation of armaments™, Thosc polnts of rofcrence hed all
been suggested by tho Quostlionnsire which was prosonted to the
Proparatory Commission by the Locague Council as a frame of
roforence for the former's work. In the long run, disocussion
on war pctontlal was to foous on the problem of limiting trained
rosarves,

In defining tho general expression "armaments", the US,
the British Empire, ond Germany mede o throe-fold division:
pornanently organized military foreces plus thelr materiel and

I| gt.b uﬂr'ﬂndplx H‘
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establlshmonts; reserves of nnterinl nnd.uf men; ond "ultinate
war forecs ereated during hostilities by means of the gonernl
resources at the disposal of each country." Then they mcde

the carcful distinetion that these goncral resources themsclves
wore not apmeaments strictly spenking,

On tho othor hand, the French school held that there
was poacetime armaments and wortime armaments, The former
corresponded to permanently organized military forces; the
latter included trained resorves and atocks, mntarinl.whinh
could be requisitioned, end "all othor perscnnol and naterial
that cen be brought into action" -- 1.c., a nation's rescurses,l

Fram this, 1t followed thrt in defining peacotine arma-
ments, Francs exeluded trained reserves ond stock=piles, where-
as tho British Rupire, and Germany included them. On the other
hand, France wished to inglude "any adaptaticn of tho geogroph-
lcal features of the country with a view to war" and "any adep-
tation of the Industry of o country with a view to war capable
of being used without measures of mobilizaticn." Tho US
vbjected to both of these inclusions, and the British Empire
to the latter,?®

Finally, carrying this definition thirough to a logienl

conclusien, since tho Preparatory Cormission as n whole had

T, Sec Appendix I,
2, S8ce Appendix J,

e ]
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docided that only peacetime strengbh could be limited,l France
had adopted the position of wishing to cxelude from resulation
her tralned reserves and stocks of material, On the other hend,
In discussing standards to be used in rieesuring the armaments
of one country against the armaments of ;nather, France con-
tinually claimed that, since resources wers Inextricably connect-
ed with armaments, they should be taken into consideration in
any aftempt to set up sueh puildes; the othor group cof nations
did not oppose this stand in principle, but éontented then-
sclves by pointing out over end over ageln the impossibility
of rodueing resources to a formula,?2

Sub-cormission 4, in which tho major discussions took
placc, held in all 51 mecetings over a period of 10 months with-
out comlng to agreement on these questions. Finelly, 1t
embodioed both points of view in its final report (written for
this rcason mostly in parallcl column;) which 1t submitted to
.the froparatory Commission itself in March 1927.,% The lack of
agreenient represented by thls Report wns to remain choracter-

istic of the Disarmamcnt necgctiations,

1- SDG ;ll}}pendix K.

2« Sce Appendix L
Se Most countrics which sent a delegation to tho Preparatory

Commission was repreoscnted on Sub-commission A3 Lrgontina,
Belglum, Brezlil, British Impire, Bulgarin, Chile, Czechoslovakia,
Finland, PFrance, Germany, Italy, Janun, Yuroslavie, Notherlands,
Poland, Rumania, Spain, Swedecn, United States, Uruzuay, The
USSR was not a nember; although she eventually joined the Pre-
paratory Commission, she did not do sv until 1927, after the
Sub=cormission Iind Mnishad 1+a anaadam
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PART FOUR: LIMITATION OF EXPENDITURE LS L. FL.CTOR
WALGSIRDTL N0 L

I. INTRODUCTION

Limitationl of armament expenditure was onc of the
mothods of uffecﬁing disarnament noet thoroughiy canvnssoed
daring the disarmement negotiations after World o I.- Lt
‘almost every session, the Preparatory Commission on Disernam
mont? argued the case of budgetary versus direct limitation.
Lt the same time, 1t suthorized a series of technical sub-
commlttecs to study the practicability of budgetary limita-
tion and the implementation of such a method.

Lt the Disarmament Conference itself, less discussion
took place concerming limitation of expenditure, Therc the
delegates dovoted most of thelr time to political problems,
However, the Conferenco set up in its turn a Sub-commission
on National Defense Eﬁpenditnre; the sub-commission aftor
reviewing the budpets of 19 states (out of 27 submitted to it),
prcpared a threc-velumo repert echoing the optimistic con-
clusions of earlier tochnica) groups sbout the faasibil};y of

budgetary limitaticn, !

T, Thc term "limitation" will be usecd throughout to cover
limitation and/or reduction of armaments: from the standpoint
of this study, the problems arising from elther purposc are
the same,

2. Sec Part One for tho chrcnology and organization of tho

st sttt MY mmenesh itttk il s s e Y i s e s w
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‘The consideration of limitation of arncment ¢xpendi-
ture. throughout these various conferences mipght be chronologl-~
cally aummgrizad 88 follows:

I, The so=-called "toechnicnl" rﬂpnfts preparcd by sub-
coruilssions of the Prepecratory Cormission iﬁ 1926 and 1927
(before the third scssion of tha'Praparntcr§'Gummia;ion};

II. Disauauigns during the third and sixth scssion of
tho frapnratory Cormisslon, 1927-1930 znd tie fragmentary
discussion at the Disarmemont Confbrencﬂ itsolf in 1932,

III. Tcehnienl reports subuitted to the Disarmament Con-
- ferénce by the Comnmittec éf'Exparts ﬁn Budgctary Question (in
1931) ond by thas Nationsl Dofensoc Expenditure G;mmittec (in
'1932) .
II. THE TECHNIC.LL DREPORTS OF TI'E PREPARLTORY COMMISSION

Befofc the Prenaratory Commission to the Discrmement
ﬁﬁnfnrﬂnéﬂ éegnn its nctual work (at its third aeasién}, it
had fermed out to 1ts two technlecl sub-cormittees a quos-
tionnairé'drﬁwn up by the Council of the Luague of Natlons to
ferm the freme of roforence of the Commission's netivitics,
"ithin the questionnaire, expenditure on armoments had to be
discussed In tho light of two questions: first, wos expendi-
turc on armaments an rdequatc standard by which to moasure

the armaments of one countr:r egainst those of another; and,
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second, could limitation of expenditure bc used es a method
of armament limitation? Bcth these questions were taken up
by both Sub-commissions, Sub-commission . on Military, Naval,
end iir Problems, and Sub-commission B on Political and Eco-
nomic Problems,

ise Report of Sub-commission /.,

In its final report to the Preparatory Commission,
the members of Sub-commission i reported unanimously that
expenditure was not an adequate stendard of comparison for
armoaments., On the other hand, there was o difference of
opinion as to the efficacy of limiting armaments by limiting
expenditure. France, Italy, Poland, Spain, Finland, Belgium,
and the Balkan nntiﬁna believed thnt this method was promising
fnlthnugh they did not wish to oxelude the consideration of
other methods); however, the United States, the British Empire,
Germany, Japan, Swadep, end the Netherlands held that reduc-
ticn of expenditure on armsment was ,only an indirect apnroach
to & result which could be botter attaincd dircetly. The
doclaraticns of these two groups of states in support of their
respective positions are significant, since they were constantly
clted during the succceding negotianticns,

The Froench begaen thelr analysis of the first point

(expenditure ag a standard of comparisen) with a eareful
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breakdown of armoment budg'oi:az they cover (1) oxpenditure on
personnel and (2) axpcnditufﬁ on matorial, Exponditure on
pérsonnel mny.bn further subdivided into (o) oxponditurc on
ﬁuy ané. (b) expenditure on meintenance. Nelther of these 1is
cunnﬁrablﬂ between dlfferent countrics, tho formoer beeruse of
the diffﬁrnnces imposed by the systoms of conseription and
voluntary enlistment, the latter because of difforences in the
mumbor of ppid dnd unpald scrvices, differcnt stendards of
living, differcnt acccunting mothods, ete. Expenditure on
materiel may be dividﬁd into (a) expinditurc on upkeep end
(ﬁ] cxpenditure on purchasy (or mamufacture) of new natcrial,
0f those, thﬁ lattor 1s more impcortant. But it is not & usc-
ful yerdstick, sinco for this purpose oxpenditure must be
reduced to cost.price (a difficult procedure) snd since aven
at thep lgvel difforcnces in roal productivity interveno 1‘ the
cnlculntiﬁn;. Thus the conelusion is rorched that "expendi-
ture is not a dircet eriteorion of corporison beotween the armo-
monts of the different cauntricaﬂ'1

Tho m xt question rolsed 1s: In anr one countiy, can
the presont level of cxpunﬁiturc ns comproed to thé Prewar
level of expenditurc be used as £ guide? But this nust be
donv cithor by (1) expressing oxpenditurc in geld wvaluc or by

(2) utilizing or ccnstrueting some sort of armament index

s EP :
R
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numbers, Either hathod 1s open to quostion, especially in
times of fluetuating values. .The first is inaccurcte becnuse
in countries with a depreciated currency the internal rnd ex-
ternal purchasing power of money is quite di%?erent. L8 for
the second, the composition of any standard indox (such as
the wholesale price index) differs frim country te country; ond
any speclally-constructed composite wcuid be ovorly complicnte&.

Furthermore, different riothods of framing the military
budget introduce additional complicaticns:

It may be calculated on a gross cr on a not basis,

Military and navel cstablishments may or nay nob appeor
in the budgets of war and naval ministrics.

Stocks may or may not be treated as deferrcd chorges,

Clvil budgets are somotimes the oncs to provide for
quartering, subsidies to aercnautics, grants to factories for
the manufacture of armaments, ecte,

Pensions may or may net be included in the milit ary
budget,

Cclonial defensc may be charged to the home or to the
colonial budpet,

Sometimes no distinction is made botween upkeep and
new expenditure, whereas "this is of fundamental importance,"

Sometimes working capital for menufacturing establish-

L™



b e —

ments 1s not covored in the militery budget,

Llso, o budpget 1is only an estinate; whnt 1s ncecod is
the actuanl expenditure, '

ind, a finel dairficulty, publicity of budpget vories
betwoon different countrilos,

Lftor this 1list of resorvaticns, thu Frouch (deeleora-
tion coneludes that the percontege of military expenciture to
total cxpenditurc, althoush not a stendard of co arlscn, i=
a factor to bo takon into neeount in estimotineg tho uilitary
¢ffort of the differont countrics; but "1t must bo underatord
that the pereentage...cannot form part of the machinory for
the roduction of armeménts,"

This declaraticn should be rolrted te tle ponoral
Fronech position on disarmament, 1.e., 81l possible factoss
rust be taken into conslderatiun in nssessin; n naticn's
mllitary stren;th; butana aingle simple standard of comparison
myy be adopted becausc of differcnces in sceurity,

Whon they cane to dotermining mcth;dn of srmament limita-
tion, the Frﬁnch and supporting dmlc:ntiﬁna cffercd n plan to
limit ths military budgot, not as a pereentage of total udgot
but ns a act figurUtdntuHJinqd socparatoly (prosumably at the
Disarmoaacit Gcn:‘;furmmc] for cvery natlion, To be effective,

QSuch o method weuld have to meot certaln speciricatl na!
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Tt would have to cover sll the expendliture on national
defense, no ratter how included in the budget;

It would have to apply both to the total expenditure on
national defense and to each of the main divisions of this
expendlture;

It would have to be based on gross expendlturc; and
It must be applied in practicc not only to the budpoet
ostimates but also to the expenditure actuelly incurrcd.

With these provisions, the metiod would heve certaln

L]

niarked advontages: o
It would be "trnpible and eesily understood";
Tt would help to alleviate the finanelal situation of
States;
It might compensate for imperfections in any direct

method of limitation (for instance, it eould encompass subsidy

pnymentﬂ};

It would provide a muans of gauging the rate of pur-
chase of new material; and

Tt could be checked by publlie documcnts, thus posing
no contrcl problem,

The mothod suggested ran somowhat as follows: the
nationul.armamant budget could be divided into two parts,

(1) itoms for which n direcct quantitative llmlitation was set



o 8- .y pe——

by the Disarmament Confereonce nnd'[ﬂi othor iteias, Tho
figures for part (1) would be enleulated »n the basis of
those direet limitations; for tho rost, fipures would be
determined on the basils of arguments advencod by the individ-
unl statés, The maximun budget for ‘cach country weuld be
calculnted on the basis of Presont expenditure and would
involve deerenses in that exponditure prosortionate to the
reduction of armaments nprccd to by the State coneerncad,
"Provision may be made for possibloe increases to mect spoeific
uXeeptional circnmstances.sv0.g., the neccssity of completing
or receconstituting exhausted stocks, replecing obgolete, worne
out, or unsuitable material, manmfecturing or £onstructing
cssential material, or, in tho case of countrios with indus-
tries still undeveloped, making the noccssary purchnsca or
adjusting pay, salaries ond wages to tho cost of Living," -
Limitation would apply to cxpenditure both cn porsonncl
end material. If the militory budpet inecluded expendlture »n
other heads than armaments, such expenditurcs would be ox-
cluded from limitation. The mexirmm budget would ‘ghow scpae
rate total erpenditurc and expenditure by categories; also,
it would soporate new construéticn and purchese, which should
be 1iniicd for the overall duration of ths Convention and nlao

apportioncd ernnually, with some provisions for flexibilitf..

—H-;III-.. e
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The maximum budpgot eould be medified only after Justifica-
tlon to some sort of pormancnt disarmament ecouncil, Howe
ever, the budget would be expressed in national curr;ncr and
could be modified automatically every year in acecrdance wlth
variaticns in the ccﬂf'cfﬁliving. Exccution would be sccured
by annual production of uniform oxtracts from budget eccounts,

The French proposal opens the door to numerous complica-
tions and veriations, both boenuse of 1ts Insistance that the
figurc of cach state must bo determined scperately (after
full consideraticn of 21l relevant factors) and because of
its multiplicity of roquired catogorioes, for which soparate
limits must be set,

In centrast to the detailed French study, the delepa-
tions led by the Unlted States prescnted thelr position in a
few naragraphs: - i

They cnncurrah in the Sube-commission's unanimous text
that "expenditure on national defense doos nct appear in
present circuwnstaonces to cmstltute n standerd of eompariscn
for armaments,"

Furthermcre, thcy were of the cpinion that "the per-
centage of 1ts totol budget expenditure whieh a civen country

devotes to its national dofensc cculd net be rersarded as n

factor for estimating the military effort rmade by that country
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without induclng ccmparison, which would be misloading and
unfair,..The total budgets are framod on prineinles which
rre pecullar to the respective States, and militnry expendi-
ture must be estimeted with reference to the requirements of
national security cnd not to the finﬂncicitsitu:tion of tho
country as shown by budgets."

idveneing to the consideratlion of limitetion proper,
the delegaticns further developed this viewpoint:

Direet and Indirect costs of perscnnel under difforent
systecme of recrultment are teeo varlable for comprrison;

Differences in rates of pay, producticrn costs, main-
tenance charges, ccsts of labcor and material, verjying stendards
of living, varlatlons in exchanpe rates, rnd lack of uniformity
in proparation of budgets would cause inequity:

Direct limitation is technically poseible and more
desirable; and

Vhile cumperlson wilthout limitation 1s possible, liml-
tation without comparison 1is not; this alone will rule cut
limitation by means of oxpendlturc, g

Consequontly, "in view of the fdet that the expcndi-
turc attaszhing to tho establisimont nnd upkeoop of ernamenta
constitutes neither a resl measure of such armamcnts nor an

cquitable basis for the limitation of armaments, tho,,.delego-

—— » o
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tions are convinced thet a limitation of budgetory cxpondl-
‘ture would not constitute in itself a practiecable or cquit-
able method for the limitation of armamcnts,"

Thls strong distasto for budpgetary limitatlcn scoms
to be derived partly frecm a fnéling that "dircet" quantita=-
tive methods are simpler than "indircet" finaneial cnes and
partly from foar that states with high standerds of living
or high monctary production costs would suffer from an Implicit
canparison. 1In fnaf, tho delcegates woerce concerne? with ex-
pressing disapproval of the Prench plan, not with asscssing
budgetary limitaticn in the ebstract,

Be. Roport of Sub-comrilasion B

Sub=commission B wes to consider the politieal and
econcmic imgliﬂﬂt%&ns of tho League queslionnailre. Lctunily,
it functicned as a referral agency. The double problen of
cxpenditure as a standard of compariscn nnd as a possible
means of limitetion was hended over to a Jolnt Comiission to
sdvise cn Feoncmic Questibns wﬁinh-had boen set up for the
use of the Preparatory Ceormission by the Leaguc, The Jeint
Commissicn not only submitted an vutline of its own, but
supgrested the need for further study by budpgetary experts. .
Cormilssicn of Experts on Budgetary Cucsticns waes accordingly

formed; 1t submitted its first report in'llarch 1927,
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The report of thc Joint Commission to Sub-cormissicn Dl
i3 lecsely organized to answor the throo questions: Whet 1s
nmeant by the term "defense oxponditure"? Uhat 1s the reln-
tion botween budget expenditure and the sizo of arned forcis =-
that 1s to say, can the former bo used ns a stonderd of com-
parison for thp latter? Finelly, is the limitation of dcfonse
axpnnditu;a & fenslblc mothod of armoment limitaticn?

In tryring to arrlve at a definiticn, the Joint Commias-
sicn points out that at present Jdifferonces in naticnnl budzets
rmake "dofense expenditure" an indefinite sort of énrm. Docs
it ineludes

Penslons,

Privetc military or physicol culture crzanizations,

Lighthouses, hydregraphlc officus, and coact muard
stations,

. Work of a cilvil characteor performcd by militﬁry and
naval catablishrents,

Pollae Torces,

Expenditure for roads, rallways, mercantile marine,
alreraft and fuelling fecilities dictated by militery ro-
guirements but often not included in military budpots,

Subsldies to private industries cn-able of producing

I. Subtmltted to the Pru;urntrry Commlsslon ns Report Mo, 1
of 83ubecommiasion B.

S — e T
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war materials?

Also, what is to be done aboﬁt differences in account-
ing methods?

Shall the basis be gross appropriations or net (net
appropriations are defined as expenditure atcer deduction of
various recelpts, such as proceeds of sale of disused materlial,
repayments by other government departments, contributions fram
local authorities, and "sometimes even the yield of special
taxes"?

What is to be done when state arsenals are not covered
in the defense budgets?

What about extraordinary construction appropriations
which are covered by loan budgets?

What about defense expenditure distributed arong local
authorities rather than assumed bé the federal government ?

How are stock piles to be asapssaﬁ}

Obviously, the Joint Commission #&a wrestling witli the
same problems as Sub-commission A. It ceme, however, to some-
what more optimistic conclusions: although there 1s no direct
comparability Letween states under®present budgetary regimes,
and although there 1is no immediate posslbllity of persuading
states to adopt a standard budgetary form, still, a uniform

standard mode). could be extracted without too much difficulty

from the individual national budgets. Such a statament could

P ———
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cover the following headings:
Army expenditure g under each of which should be
Navy expenditure itemlzed personnel, material,
Alr force expenditure) fortifications and other fixed
property, and training
Other direct charges, such as
Pollce guards

Frontier and other fiacal guards
Voluntary and auxiliarv forces.

Llthough a standard model could be drawn tp, the reaults
should not be used as a standard of comparison between nations,
The.difricultiea canvassed by the French declarations to Sub-
commission A are reviewed as oﬁstaclaa to direct corparison,

The next question 1s: Could the percentage relation of
dafgﬁsé expenditure to total budget expenditure be used as a'h
atandard” Besldes the ﬁon-comparability of what 1s included
as dafense expanditura, there 1s the.larger question of ron=-
comparablility of total budgets. Total budgat expenditure in
acﬁa countries incluéea such features as vorking expenses cf
faiiﬁa?s,*pqsﬁal services and other public undertakings; extra-
ordinary'uutlay on+céﬁétructiqn (capital investment); soclal
charges in connection with old-age pansinna, invalldity funds,
and thﬂ like; and o share of State taxes due to provinces and
municipalities. In certain cnuntriem debt service reprasenta
50 percent of total budget charges, while in others it is

insignificant, The varying allocation of funds between central

- 1- - & & & = e . - For e - F e A .. s e el ol e .
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the national budget, especially in a fedoral state.l Aftcr
welghing these difficulties, the Commission rejocted percent=-
age of total expenditure as a standard. i

In evaluating limitation of defensc oxpenditure as a
means of érmumant limitation, the Commission ﬁﬁdgad. Because
of the "possibilities of camouflage", the members were not
satisfled with budget limitation alonc, However, if the con-
tracting partics should agree upon specific maximum figures
for effecetives and material, budgetary limitation would be a
uscful supplement, If such budgctary limitation wore adopted,
expenditurc -on certain main catcgorics of armament should be

limited as well as total expenditure; the overall expenditure
would prevent expansion in the quantitetively unlimitod flelds,

I, In an atfempt to "find a basis for the allocation of ex-
penditurc betweon the states Members of the League," an analysis
was made of state exponditure "scparating all 'abnormal! itcms,
which elther did not obtain in all Statcs or thc magnitude of
which' véaried considerably, from total expenditure, The remdind
ing fnormal! itams were thought to give an indication of the
economic strength of the various States, but it was found that

a great nucbsr of qualifications hed to be made., The total
'normal' items for Australia, for cxample, were higher than
those for Canada, although the national income of Canada 1s
abcut one-third as large again as that of Australia, This was
partly duec Lo thc fact that in Australia thec expenditure of the
several States, which had becn 1lncluded in the normal items,
covers fuitticns vhich in other countries are performed by pro-
vinclal and municipal bodies. But evon 1f the Australian figures
were substantlally reduced on that actount, it would still be
necessary to tako invo sccount the diffecrences between the
political systems of th» two countries, These countries

would appear to constitutec a striking oxample of general limita-
tion of tho accuracy within which cconomic strength cen be
measured," (League of Neotions, Prcparatory Commission for the
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ond tEgesmembgh cotegories might be those in which gquantitative
limitation was somewhot difficult. Another suggecation mado

wns that selected items of expenditurc might bo good check

polnts on the extent of ermament activity, but the itoms would
have to be moat carefully pleked. 8till nnothor mothod of chock-
ing might bo to teke the national expenditure for a koy year
after a quantitative limitation convention was in foree mnd to
conslder changes in the figure afterwards as indientive of
performance or non-performance of the Trooty turns,

To summarize, the Joint Commlssion was morc convinced
than wes Sub-comnisslion A thet budgetary expenditure cn armamont
could be determined and couldbe orgenized in a standard usnble
form, -But the term "usablo" ropresents somcthing of on over-
statoment, for this Commission nlso, belleving that soprrato
cvaluntion was neocessary to do justicc to the sceurity nceds of
overy nation, falled to sce In budgetory limitation alone a
satisfoctory solution to such a complex pPﬂblBF-

When the Joint Commission advanced the sugpostion of a
standard model, 1t alac suggestod that "it would ba of groat
nesistonece to secure Lhe collaborestion uf...ﬁEudgatﬁrI7bxporta...
hefore the model stateront is drawn up in 1ts finrl stondard
Torm," It wae elong these lines that the Cormmittce of Experts on
Budgetary Questions advonced to preparc the report finally
submitted to Sub-commission B.l

The members swiftly concluded that no synthetie defini-

tiomary oxperditure could be reached; howovur, when
T, Submitted to the Preparatory Commission ss Roport MNo. ITI

of Sub-commission B,
-
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they began to compile a list of itoms which should be Innluﬂnd;
they ren across no great diffcronccs ef opinion. On throc such
items they made spceial rosorvations: polleec forcos wore in-
cluded only insofar as the lllitary, Navel, and Ai; exports
should decide that they were a part of armament; pcnsions
wore excluded pending declsion of the Commission to tho con-
trary; and colonial forccs wore shown soparately so that they
could be casily abstracted in easc spoeciel troctmont were
declded on for them,

The mombers followed cortain prineciples in drawing up
.. thoir Trinl Model Stotement:

It must covor all cxponditurcs roleting to netionnl
defense, irrospective of budgot classificotion.

It mast show scparate lists of itema of cxpcnditux%
for land, navel, and air armoncnts .,

It must show seporste nxpuéditufu on home forces, colo-
nial foreces, ond police forcos.

It could not show ony such scparntica for naoval amiae
ments, ?

In its proliminery fom:, the stotomeont ccnalstod of
three summary tablea -- on land, sca, and air forcca == with
morc detalled sub-tables for cach heading or sub-heecding of tle

mestor teblea, Hendings camon to the threc master tables worot

Si—
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Muihtennncg of offectives -- this included exponditure
6n pay, roatlons, clothing, medienl expenscs, cte.;
also expenditure necessary for .uilding up reserves
of stores required to moet these same necds at the
time of mobilization, There wore provisions for
indicating the number of effectives and provisions
for personncl not normally forming part of military
formations:,

Transport

Barracks, Vorks, Puilldings and Flxturcs == within which

thore was a speeianl sub-head for fortifications and
delense works,

Jarlike storcvs -- "expcnscs of maintenace, purchosc from

" traders or manufacturers, and of manufacture n
;Sfate factories (includlng costs of experiment,
inspection, and design and subsidiles to manufacturcrs)
of goods, materials, and amuunition, whother complete
or iIn parts, intended either fur training purposcs
in peace time, or for complotion or inercase of mobi-
lizatlon, 2s expenscs of creation. and maintenance
(in State of_pri?atu hands) of stoecks and plant usce-
ful only Pnrlpurposea of construction of warlike

stoves." (It is notable that the Cormittco specifi-
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cclly mentioned the impossibility of moking a
distinetion wndor this hending botweon now
moterial and meterial mointenance,)

C(rnie heading is included undor Land Forcos only:
Training Expnnﬂitﬁré--- this is not iell-defined; it

inecludes military echools and ruxiliary lorecs
btut secms not to inecludo traliiing campa 1f° they
arc used for any other purposc s woll. The
hoading was dictated by the conelusions of Sub= -
cormission A that treining cctivitles muat be
scporatcly considorcd'in ossesaling ormarment; and
the Cormiltteo of Budgotary Experts makes it clear
that under oxisting budgots thils ltem carnot be
' detormined with any degrce of uniformity.
Two cdditional heandings arc glven undor N.val Forccs only:

Expenditure on Navel Harbors rnd Bases, and

Expenditure on Hirc of Vessols nnd Subsldies to the

Merchont lerine for Defonsg PurposcsS.

One heading appoars under Alr Forecs only:

Subaidles to Alp-Transport Undertckings -- this is in-

c¢luded only in casc any cxpenditurc of this kind
might be rogarded, in pursuci.ce of subsequent
decisions by the Commission, ns o nationel defonse

oxponditurc,
’
S S e ———
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In addition to its major task of drawing up the Tricl
Model Statement, the Comuittec of Experts attempted to sive
technical answers to some of the problems left unanswered by
the Joint Committee. Thoy examined with porticulsr care
problems created by the variety of methods of accountancy end
gave their opinlon that none of these problcms appenrcd so
great as to hinder the use of their modecl statecment., Similarly,
they indlcnted that problems ercated by the pructice of carry-
iIng forward budgetary creodits from Year to yoar were tochnical
and fairly easy to manage under terms of the hypotheticel
Convention. They folt that the particular difficulty forc-
scon for non-industricl countries (i.¢., having to purchase
armament cuﬁside theilr own borders and belng thus constrained
to buy in largec lots occasionally rather than on an annuil basis)
could be similarly dealt with as a spcelal casc,

On the other hand, the question of accounting for stoeks
of materlal alrcady In existence was lhold to be Incompatible
with the framework for limitation of cxpenditurc, at least on
the basls of exlsting national accounting systounms,

Similarly, limitation by categorlies and key itoms was
tested and found wanting, A category (in this scnsc) moant
such a large he¢ading as "land material", which was to bo regu-

lated by an exponditurc limitation in o Convention otheorwisc

e oo o o N U R i S .1 - B P ral S s
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verdict on the usefulness of such a comblnation. Key items
had becn suggested as a possibility by the Joint Commission;
the experts considerod them impractical. Any such items, they
pointed out, would have to fulfill the following characteristics:

(1) "They must be directly ascertainable from published
and sudited accounts,

(2) "They must be characteristic of either (a) tho
whole or {b) certein specific elements of armement of cach
nation (in the sense that they rise with eny inereasc of that
armement or of thc specific elements in question,)

(3) "They must be such that they rise immediately on
: 1Y

an inecreasc of armament, e.g., that the rise in the itom of
expenditure cen not be postponed until the armanent 1s octually
mobilized nor spread over a long period of time.

(4) "They must be such that the rise following on en
appreclable increcase of armament is itsclf substantial ond
capable of beling distinguished from any probable rise due to
other temporary or sccular causes."

Point (3) would climinate £ll items of exponditure on
stocks of finished or nearly-finished articles entering into
ordinary commerce, bedause they could be acquired too quickly;
on the other hand, the cost of bulldings other than fortifica-

tions can be spread over too long a period. Genorally speak-
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point (1); elso, such buying could vasily be caused by tho
other reasons mentioncd in point (4). And, as for werships,
acroplancs, airships, or tanks, if thoir purchaae'ia to beo
considered os a bench-mark of armament, direct limitntion .
would be simpler ;hnn budgotary. Thorefore the Committec
decided that there were renlly neo such key items as the Joint
Commlssion had envisaged, at leanst not under exiasting metheds
of budgeting.

In submitting their roport, and espeeinlly In ﬂrﬁwing
up their modol statoment, the Cormittee roalized that it wos,
in a certaln sonse, working in & vacuum, (The one membor who
filod a minority report gave this vacuum ns tho rcason for his
disscnt.) That is to say, thc statenent was drawn up before
it was at all clear to what use it would be put. Thus, in
ltenizing n certain numkﬁr of hendings but excluding further
detail, the Committee was not taking the position that limita-
tion could be enforccd scparately on 2ll the spocificd itoms
but could not be enforced on smnllcf ones, Its only comment
on this score was thnt scparate limitation of 1aﬁd, sea, and
alr forco oxpﬁnditurc shonld not prove difficult. In fact, in
&rnwing up a Trial Model Statement the Cormittoc was not ‘even
nncausnrily furthering budgetary limltation; the statement

might very well be used mercly to glve publicity to expenditure,

[Svp—
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(This was to be the proposnl of the Amerlean drlegation during
later sessions.,) The Coamittoe hed aiﬁply boen givon a certoin
number of morc or less abstract problems; of thcse, the most
Important was: Could a standard model stntement covering sub-
stantially all defense expcnditure be drawn up by the various
natlions from tho budgotary matorial rcady ot hoand? To this

problem the nnswer was clearly affirngtive.

C. Second Report of the Cormittce of Exnerts on Budgctar
guesEIGns

During the third susaicn-of the Preparatory Commission,l
the Trial Model Statement of the Comnittuc of Budgetery Dxperts
was nttacked as too camﬁlicﬂtad. Thereforc the Commission re=-
quested the Committec to continuc its investigrtions, with
the objlect of simplifyingz the statomont bnt kecping it "auch
that the desired publicity would be assured", ;

In thelr next report, following thesc direections, the
Committee of Expcrt; Qondcnand thuir threc main tables and
more than twenty sub-tables into one master table, with sopoi=
rate columns for metropolitan land forces, coloniel land forces,
metropolitan alr forecs, colonial aix forces, totel naval
forces, and total formations orgnnized on o mllitery besis,
Only the following major stub headings worc retoined:

Effcctives
T, Sce Scetion IIT following.

L ]
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Buildings
Warlike Storocs

ond only about a dozen sub-headings wore grouped under thom.
In other words, the sumnry statement showed scparately oﬂly
about one hundrced items as compared with over one thousand
required in the earlier draft. However, tils brief table had
to be accompanied by & very detelled 1ist of instructions
indicating coverage. Thus, "from a technical point of view
it is cloar that each country, in order to f£1ill in the return,
will have to prepare a document showing the cnrrespondencﬂ‘
between the figures in the rcturn and those in the budgots,
Such a document will be the key to thc operation of transferring
the budget figures to the columna in the return. Tho Cormmittee
did not consider itself technlcally competent to decide whother
these correspondence docunents should be actunll% a{tnuhcd to
the return." Thet is to say, whether the final statement is
bricf or full, approximately the same procedure of budget
reconclliatlion will hnvo to be carricd out; esscntinlly it 1s
slnply a questlon of how much of the process aliall be compul=-
sorily mnde public.

A few minor points wore changed: c'.vil aviation, police

not organlzed on a military basis, ond pensions were excluded

finally instead of conditionally; and it wes steted that sub=-
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sidics were not included as e supnarnte category bgenuse the
conditione which would give rise to them could be gclrecumvented
more oaslly by other mothods, : e

IIT. DISCUSSIONS OF T/l PREPARATORY CO!MIISSION, 1027-1930, -

To a cortain oxtent, tho reports of the toeclmierl Sub-
comaissions on limltetion of expenditure were in fact technical;
at loast they attempted to confine canment to the "absolute"
value of such limitation rnd scldom comparcd the "rolative!
desirabillity of the budgotary method and all othor rethods.
This Jatter question cngaged the attention of the Preparatory
Comniission in 1ts rogular scssions, nnd discussions on tho
problem boeame extremely involved. “he situation would have
beon sufficlently complex if the Cormadssion hod first decided
which of the various slternctive means of limitation == Jver- -
all budgetary limitation, item-by-1item quantiative limitation,
quantitetive limitaticn of personficl plus budgetery limitation
of moterlal, ete, == 1t wished to follow throughout,.lceving *
details to be filled in only aftor the broad fra.ework had
been set up.

This method, however, wos not followed.l Instead,

l. Although cortain coverall plans woere presontod, Tor instance
the French Draft Convention, tho British Draft Cenvontion, end
later et the Disarmariont Confercnce, Preaident llocver's Plan,
they were never concrotely based on one . thod of limitation.
Evon more lmportant, the general discusslon was not focusscd on
such quecstions of prineiplus The two Soviet Plans for dlsarma=
rent, on ths othor hand, wore intcgratid; thoy were introduccd
with the expross woarning that unless thelir basie prineiples wore
accepted it would be pointloas to discuss then in detall, How-
evcr,w:um were novor made tho basis of the Corridsaion's
worke ne Sovict plans arc discusscd in Part Five).

SRR
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discussion took placé upon point aftcr poinf of a sjnoptie
draft (later a draft convention) piceced togother fron British
end French original drafé conventlons eugrentod by secattered
Propesels from other delogetions, Under such cirewmistanccs

it wes possible to deduco only by infercnee what methoda would
be approved in toto; seldom in the discuéaion, and nover in the
reoorded voting was the Gnnvanéinn, 28 n vhole, reduced to a
bill of slternate chelcos for onc of whieh each delegate had
to opt,

A. Third Session of the Freparatory Commiasion

At the beginning of this scssion, both British and
Fronch delagatﬁung prescnted draft disarmament conventions,
The French plan ineluded separatc chaptors on limitation of
effoctives (by number), limitaticn of the periéd of serv!co,
limitation of air material, (by total horse-power), limltation
of neval nateriel (by total tonmage), and linitetion of
expenditure, the last of vhich is partially quoted belows

"Chapter v,
"Limitation of Expenditure
"TArticle 19,
"The total annual expenditure, counted per budgotary year and
allocatod according to Tablos ...(lome forces end fomations

of the home country organized con a nilitary basis) ande...

R
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(Overseas forces and thelr reinforscronts and oversens forma-
tions orgenized on a military basis), shall not oxeued the
flgurcs approved by the soveral cﬂnﬁrauting States...

"Artielo 20,
"In cach of the Contracting States, the total oxpenditure on
tho upkeep, purchase and manufacture of wer material in the
strict sense of the term for the duration of the prcasent
Treaty shall be limited for the land, naval and air srmomonts
to the reepective sums fixed in columns X, ¥, and Z of Tebles...
"The said sums shall be divided by the number of years for
which theo prenunﬁ Treatyis tﬁ renain In force, ond in ench of
the Contracting States, the arrmenl expenditurc on the upkeep,
purchase, and manufacture of wor matorinl in tke strict senseo
of the torm shall not exceed the figure laid down for ench
year; nevertheless, sums not expendod during‘unc Jonr may . bo.
carried forward to tha.fulluwing Yyear and added tc.the sums
Iixed for that year,

Article 21,
"Each of the Contracting States will propare an annuel state-
ment of the amount actually uxpendn& en its lond, naval and
alr ermaments during the preceding year and of the expenditure
contemplated for the ecurrent jyenr, This statement shall be in
the form set out In tho TableB...

R .
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"Por the ﬁurpnnnsnf the oxchango aé Inforrntion leid dowi in
Chapter VI, the statomont of budé;tnry vatimatos shall bo
commmmnicated.to the guarutarJ Gonoral cF thu League of lintions
not later than three months after the entry 1nto forece of the
legal provisions authorizing the expenditure, and the state-
ment of the Expanditura actually incurred shall be camunicated
at leteat before the expiry of the,..month following the pnﬂ
£ the budgetary year and the full budpetary perilod,"

Tn cther words, the French draft followed elosely the
French ldeas as expressed in Sub-commlscion A: there was to
be limitation of overall expenditure; there was to be limita-
tion of expenditure by categories; there wans tou be separate
limitetion of expenditure on new mgﬁarial; and, in addltion,
certain categorles of armament were to be limited vy othar,
more direct methods., For these, of necescity, the quantitative
limit would aeL the budgetary limit rather than vice-v&rsn.
This accorded well with the French 1nsistance that limitnuiun
for each state should be fixed sepnrntely, instecd of by the
application of eny so-called "objectlve" standard ecriterion.

The British draft wes very 1oose1} organigzed, Clhicpter I
(Goneral) provided that cach Contracting Perty should limit
its 1land, naval, and air armaments t? the figures (quantitative)
laid down in tables of the Convention. It also provided that:

"Iach of the Nigh Contracting Farties will, while tho
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present Convention 1s in force, commnicate to the Secretary-
General of the League of Hatinn;, not later than..,.in the year,
in the form set out...a statement of the amount proposed to be
expended on its land, naval, and air armaments in the current
fiscal year,

"Each of the High Contracting Parties will, while the
present Conventlion is in force, communicate to the Baﬂrétarj-
General of the League of Nations, not later than,..in each
year, in the form set out...a statement showing the amount
actually expended on its land, naval, and air armements during
the past fiscal year,"

Succeeding chapters provided for limiting land armaments by
limiting the number of effectives, for limiting naval arma-
ments by limlting tonnage, and for limitinz air armements by
limiting the number of aireraft. Thua, the British were
suggesting quantitetive limitation with budgetary publicity
imposed as a means of high-lighting action contrary to the
spirit of the law, 4

When the British and ironch Conventions were combined
into a synoptic table, the four main chapter hcadings were
Effectives, Naval Armaments, Alr Armament, and Exponses. As
a result, it becamec difficult to determine the exact scope of

budgetary limitation; it was also unclcar whether limitation

Aaf avynandl Fviyvs woa ¥ e arnml1Tad 1v nAALT # T avm 2 A 4w wmlann
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of, direct limitation of material,

¥iithin this indistinet panttern, Germany, the United
States, Sweden, and the Netherlends favored dircet limitation
of material and consecquently opposed budgotary limitation,
They advanced few new arguments, Gormany, of course, opposed
budgetary limitetion for other nations so long as she herself
was held to quantitative limitation under the Treatr of
Versailles (ond the French mede it abundantly elear that
nothing in the Disarmament Convention was to abrogate any troaty
obligation)., The Gurmans were also afraid that their nresent
emaclatod military budget might be sct as their standard, The
German delegnte, Count Bernstorff, pointed out that budgetary
limitation would not solve the problem of :.aterial in stock,
bﬁt claimed that Germany was not opposed %o budgetary liritation
provided 1t wore coupled with dircet 1imitﬁtion of' land matericel,

The United Statos posited that direet iimituticn was the.
only sound method, Thc United States rcfused, however, to
countenance a control cammission with powers of inspection;
thls rofusal provided the Fronch with one of ‘their main arga-
ments for indireet control, The Nutherlends!' delosate com-
plained that often expenditure rose without a rise in armament
(for instance, when the Duteh floet manocuvred in the Fast
Indics); also, thc method of freezing the military budget for

a cortain number of years had been proposed at an carlior date
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in the Lengue Assembly and was then re¢ jected.
- On the other hand, Frence, Delgium, end the cortege

habitucl of Balkan notions osnd Poland 3pakn_vohamantly in
favor of budgetary (l.c., against dlrect) limitation, Thelr
main contontion séemod to be that direct limitation wes
impossible; therefore the budgotary measure should be adopted.
According to the French, there were three methods of limiting
effective armament; (1) a nation could train only a part of
its annual manpower contingent; but thls was not democratic
and could not be stomached by the continental conseription
powers; (2) stocks could be limited; but this would nccessitate
a control commission, to which certain states would not agree;
and (3) the only other possibilitiy was to limlt expenditure,
Belgium countered tha.objectiﬁna of the Netherlands by claim- :
ing that”there was a great differencc between freezing exlsting
budgqtary-ﬂxPcnditura and preseribing "equitable" budgotary’
axpendiﬁﬁre. Poland supported Ludgetary limltation with the
andded proviso that there should be "suitable compensation" for
statos with small budgets, : _ _

f, The statements of Great EBritain did not strongly support
either method of limitntion, Viscount Cecil, the British
delegate, pointed out that overall budgetary limitatlen would

not provent aggrecssion, sinec a power might shift the pattern

~f Fha mvwmamarntEa and Fhiia nrannanas Par atdEnalr within the 1imita
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of the Convention, F?r~rﬂasona not eclearly stated, he insisted
that the same thing could hold good for limitation by nntugnriea:
such categorical limitation would also force cvory state to ask
for a maximum ficure in auch.catugory to provide for flexi-
bility. Accordingly, thoe Britlsh opposed budgetary limitation
but admlitted that it was wishful thinliing to demand direct
limitation, avh

At this juncture, 1t was eleonr that direct limitation
was out of the qucstion (since the Commission was working for
unanimity). A notion such as Swoden wns thereupon willing to
nccept budgetary control of material rather than no control ot
all. The situation of the United Statcs and Germany wos
entirely diffcrent, It was Imperative for the German dclegate
to demand for other nations the same sort of limitation that
hed becen imposed on Germany., !Mr, Gilbson, the United Siﬂtus
dclegate, claimed that his country could not consent to budpet-
ary limitation =- not only did the natlion discpprove in prineciple
(es expresscd in the deelaration to Sub-commission A), but such
limitation was also a constitutional impossibillty. As a sub-
stitute measure, thefafnre, he proposed givling the fullcst
publlcity to budgetary exponditurc on armaments, This »roposal
also sulted the British. Tho Itallan dolegation, however,
ob Jected even to publleity, on the grounds .that the Triel

lModel Statement drawn up by thoe Budpgctary Experts wes too cam-
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plicated and would induce unfair comparisons; he also nbj&ﬁtnd :
to the principle of uniform extracts nnd th;ught that "frank
end free oxchuﬁéu of infomation under the League" would be
suflicient, ; : _.

The outecome of all this argumcnt was exprcssod in two
articles of the Text drawm up at the First Reading of the
Draft Convontion, which was adopted at the closo of the session
as a besis for further worl:y, Under Cheptor II, "Material,"
Section I, "Land Armements", two alternate drafts were liated.
One, a Gormen dreft, drow up a table of lond mnterial for
quantitative limitation bosed on the Treaty of Versailles.

The other consistcd of Articles 20 and 21 of the Frcnch. Draft
Convention, providing for indireet limitation. ( The delepa-
tions of the United Statos, Italy, end Japan madc gencrel
rescrvations to the Section,) oy

Under Chapter III, "Budgotary Expenditure", the Commission
produccd the following least common denominctors:

"Whereas it is in tho goneral interost thet expendlitures
on armnrments should Le limited, and

"Whoreas the High Contracting Perties arc not agroed
ot present on any satisfactory method of accomplishing this
object, ond

"Wherens the High Contracting Partlcs consider that as

a proliminary to such limltation of cxpenscs, full publicity
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should be secured so thet on a futurc oconsion 1t may be
possible rgain to approach the question with bettor hopo of
succoss, :
"Artielc DA
"Each of the High Controcting Partios will communicato
to the Seeretary-General of tho League of Nationa, in n model
form, a statement of the amount propeosed to be exponded on 1ts
land, naval, and cir armements in the current fincneial year,
"This communicatiecn shall not be made later thon, ..
months after the ontry into forec of tho legnl provisions
asuthorlzing the expcnditure,
"Articlo DB
"Eoch of the High Controcting Partles will communicate
to the Seeretary-Goneral of the Leaguc of Natlona, in modsl
form, a statemont showing the mmount actuslly expended on its
lond, naval and aln armaments duwring tho preceding financial

i
year,

'
"This communication will be mnde not later thanees
months after the close of the finoneial year,"
The Commission, in wiew of the objecticns of tho.
Italian delegate, suggested further work b the Committee of
Budgetery Experts, the outeome of which has elrendy beon

doeseribed In Seetion I.

e
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Bes BSixth Scssion of the Preparatory Commission, First Eanlf,

At the Fourth ond Fifth Scssions of the Proparatory
Commigsion, the Presldent hnd indicated that the timc wos not
yot ripc for further-discussions of the draft conventlon,
since the various govermments werc enpgaged an direct discus-
sions on the various problecms whiech the Commlssion had cvxposed,
However, in 1929, when the Sixth Seseion finally took up the
Draoft Conventlion, agrcement was no nuarer thon bcfnre; ‘This
was cortainly truc of the principle of budgetary limitotion.
The quostion was raised in connecetion with land natérial, ond
the lssuc was umore swiftly Joincd betwcen the proponents of
direct and of budgetary limitation. The samc arpuments were
‘roitorated by the samc advoceatces, itaiy and Jnﬁnn finelly
dceclarced themsclves in favor of indirect lhnitutinn,iand Itely
hinted that budgetary limitation might be eppliecd té material
in stock, but did not melko any concrcte propcﬂuilhow this
"might be done. The United States stood finm'ngninst indircet
limitation ond was scecondcd more strongly at this timo by
Groat Eritain, :

As a result, tho conelusions reached at the Cirst half
of the Sixth Scssion were oveon more non-cormittnl than tho
Toxt of the First Reading af'tor the Third Scsslon, Both the
Gorman end the French proposals under "Land lMateorial" werc

avmimceed. o bBe venleecd B 2he PAallevdA e mypemaanl e
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"The Preparatory Cormisslon for the Disarmomont Confor=
encos,

"Having rejected the systoms of dirvet limitation of
material in servico and in stoclk,

"Having noted that tho system of indireet limitation
(1imitation of the expenditure on mutcrinl) did not meot with
general nnsént,

"Decides,

"That tho limitation and reoduction of material must be
sought by means of publicity of expenditure, which will be
doalt with inIQXﬂmining article DA of the text rdopted at the
first reading.,"” ;

This proposal was finnllf acceptod by the Fronch and
rdopted by the Commission with only two dissenting wvoteos, the
USSR and China. Tho Gorman delsgato abstained from voting and
1zsucd en aerid decleration dissoclating “imsclf from the werk
of the Commission on this point.

C. BSixth Session of tho Pruparntory Commission, Socond Holf

Although the Jixth Scsslon of the Prepnratory Commission
was not formally adjourned, it did not receonvens until November
1030 (18 months aftor its firsi mcctings)., In the meontimoe,
tho questlon of limitatlon of material had sgeln boen thrown
opens Eritain under o Labé; government had performed this
operation at the Tenth Laague Assembly, whon Viscount Cecil

R ) S o A v
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haed Introduced a resolution prcpaslng (in part) that the
Preporatory Commisslon should agein apply itself to the ques-
tion of "the limitation of material etther airaetly by cnumera-
tion or indireectly by budgctary limitation, ori by both mothods."
The Frcnch had bitterly attacked the wﬁclu resolution (as tho
Germans had warmly supported 1it), since its gencral tenor
implied more stringent disarmamcnt than the report of the
Preparatory Cormission, Aftor severcl days of ficlcnt debate,
the Asscoibly hnd adopted a colorless compromise resolution
whlch nevertheloss opcned the forthecoming session of the.
Prepareshtory Comnmission to further discussion of fornerly
"closed" points,

Discussion weas 1indeed forthcoming, In the interval,
severel nations had shifted position, and certain proposals had
been genernted., In fact, although the discussion was sometimes
deeply involved 1n prnccdurai.difricultieh, it retalned a rather
highor lcvel of interest than before,

Viscount Cecil's initianl declnration presented further
evlidence of Groat Britain's change of heart: material would
have to be limited in order succcssfully to limit armaments,
Limitation by mcans of publicity was roally alrcedy in cffect

(L.0ey, The Armaments Yoarbook of the League of Notlons) and was

not accomplishing much, The dircet method posed very grave
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ences in quality of materinl it did Pot“heéeésﬁrilw’impnsc ]
rcal limitation {da.prnvadlby Gormanyr'e p;hhmtrbnttluship
building); end it &1su,intraducud_£hs tiékliéh nfoblar: of
centrol, 8Still, Great Brituin would nntuﬁﬁpaé;"&irﬂcﬂ linita-
tion on certain larger clﬂqscs cf werpona, 1f ‘s one satlsfactory
method cou?u be evolved; hut such limitnt;cn rust be supplos
muntcd on a wider secale, Thorefore, Crcat Britain' surgested a
”rnugh—nnd-reedv systum" of budgetar:y limltrtjnn. No uttompt
shnul* e made to bind crmarents 1h dmtﬂil. Inatead, o global
1imit shonld bo set for cach branch of thu service (oir, soa,
Innd land), end witlin these totnrls, thﬁru should also bo .sct. a
limit for oxpenditure cn wmatorlal, Thﬁs; fipuras would ncwer be
used as & basls of comperison bntwﬁgn &1rf¢rént countrles but
ag a bnsgis of comparison botween difft;rantlbariéﬂs of time in
_ the same country, - The findings of tha-dﬁmﬁittcé'bfLHudgatqry
| L:perfs indicated that suecit a propasnl.ﬂéﬁ“ftdsiﬁiat -

Italy had by this time Jjoined the "povisionists! ‘and
was ncﬁsaquentlj favorably, inﬁlinpﬁ-tnﬁrf&é'ﬁlrndt linitatlion
as @ ﬁatter of courtesy, .Howover; tha-Itéliin dolopato . declared
that ho was willing to aupport cithcr éirecﬁ or indircet limita-
tion or ﬁoth. He suggosted vlaeing a mni]huﬁ‘qﬁ&ntitntivp
1imit on armament for cvery state and thkn'fixing'thz aacimm

. armamont oxpenditure on this bnsls,
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I
Hugh Gibson repeated the United Statos! "pon possumus"

of "constitutional abllity.," He added an alternative proposal:
1f other nations wished to limit their ¢xpendlturce, the United
States had no objection; and the other nations should hava no
objection to US non-participation, in view of American
willingness to publicize arnioment expenditurc undfor to accept
dircet limitation, The Spanish dclegate approved of this plan
and announced the willlingncss of his country to assume direct,
but not indirect, limitation,

Japan, by this timo, was opposed to cvither indircet or
direcct limitation of material, foeling that limitation cf
effectives was all thnt could be accepted, The Japanecse dele-
gatc Indicated that his nation would have accopted universal
budgetary limitation; but he doubted that she would do so if
certain other nations ranainﬁd bcyond the pale. He saw only
two solutions: either nations unwilling to accapt budgetary
limitation should volunitarily accept direct limitation or all
nations must revert to publicity., (Later, he qualified this
statement by insisting that a nation which has undertaken
direct limitation with no provislon for supervision is really
better off than a nation with budgetary limitation;_'alsn, the
stocks of the former would not be indirectly limited by the

oost of upkeep.)
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The USSR had consistently favored direct limitation
(to say nothing of more drastic methods) since joining the
Preparatory Commission at the Fourth Session, Therefore,
Litvinoff proposed that the first vote should be taken on the
principle of quantitative limimtion as reprasen%iﬁg the most
comprehensive method. But 1f that proposal should bo rejected,
the Commission should next entertain a resolution for indirect
limitatlion or for a combination of the two. Litvinoff pointed
out that budgetary limltation would bear most heavily on small
nations which had to buy abroad and that it did not solve the
problem posed by large existing stock-piles.

The various Balkan nations again went on record in favor
of budgetary limitation according to the French plen of many
categories instead of the British global totsls. . Cenads and
Sweden preferred direct liﬁitutiun but would cuﬁprcmisa on
budgetary limitation or on a combination of tﬁe two methods,
Norway also was wllling to campromise., Belgium backed, the
British proposgal, Turkey announced her support of any plan
which provided substantial exceptions in favor of non=-indus-
trial countries.

After several days of deeclaration and discussion,
practically every natlon had grown more sympathetic to indirect
limitation, except for the Netherlands and Germany, which still

2=ad atad 117 HFhe Pead AT AaarTmtdEd et des vadnintd s T4+ wrna nlan
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clear .thet the USSR and Italy considered budgetary limitatlon
8. poor secnd and that the United States, although sho would
not oppose the method for others, was unwilling to accept it
for herself. An interesting sidelight was provided by the
French delegation; as the prospect of adopting some. form of '
budgetary limitation drew ncarcr, it suggosted: Murthor study
by éhé Committee of Experts in order, it said, to plug all
possible loopholes, to provide for elasticity by carry-over of
credits, and so forth. By this time the French wcre firmly
opposed to eny combinction of quantitative with budgetary
limitntioq.

Finally, Viscount Ceeil proposcd the following resolu=-
tion:

"The Commission

"l. . Approves the principle that there should be the
fullest possible interchange of information respecting arma-
ments,ee}

"2. Records thec unenimous desire of the membors of the
commission to find some method which will provide for the ]
limitation of wer material in a more preclse manner than c&nr
be achleved by publicity alone;

"3. Accepts, so.far as the majority is cconcerned, the

principle of budgetary limitation for land war materdsl, whilc
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limitation Ef apécific cnumeration and that certain mombers
would desire to seec some combination of the two mcthods ,"

The threce parts were vntﬂd_upon-snpurutaly. Except for
procodural difficultics, parts (1) and (2) cngondered no
dispute. Beforc voting on pﬂft (8), the Commission considercd
certaln amendments which, in renlity, smountcd to elternative
Propeosals, : S

Tho first of thecsc wans o Soviet recsolution:

"The Preparotory Commission decides that the only
effective mcans of reducing and limiting var material is thel
direct reduction cnd limitotion of all kinds of war materisal
according to deotnilcd tobles, togethoer with budgetery limita-
tion, by categorics. The two mothods should be applicd siﬁul-
tancously by all countries,.," This was votod dowm.l:

- Next, thg Italian dolegation presentod its rosolutions

"The Commission considers that the best method for
limitation of land material would consist in a combinantion of
the two systems of direct limitntion and budgetary limitation.,

; "Dirt?t limitation will be cpplied separately to m;tcrinl

1, In favor were: Germeny, Italy, the Netherlands, 'Turkey,

the USSR, Opposed werg tho United States, the British Empire,
Belglum, Czechoslovakia, Finland, Frrnece, Greocco, Jeprn, Porsla,
Poland, Rumania, Yugoslavia., Finlend cpeeificd thet 1t was
opposcd ‘simply because no control provisions woerc ineluded;
Sweden objoetod to the mention of such detailed teblise

¥
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in stoek and materinl in uarvicc. Two tables will indicate
separately the armamcnt categorics of the material in stock
and those of the materiasl in aefviée, together with the
respecctive maximum figures fixed for each country, Budgetary
limitation will be applied in accordance with the rules which
arc determined on the basis of the work of the Committce of
Budgetary Questions,"

The form of this rcsolutlon proved confusing, The
Italians wlshed to engineer a scperate vote on material in
stock and material iIn service, but they were unsuccessful in
£his attempt, The resolution was voted down as a wholo,.,l

Last, the German dclegatlon proposed the simple resolu=-
tion that

"The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmement Confor-
ences 1s of the oplnion that the principle of direct limitn-
_ﬁicn should be applied to lend war material." This too was

voted down,.2

T. In favor were: Canada, Germany, the Irish Free State, Italy,
the Netherlands, Sweden, Turkey, the USSR and Vonezueleaj
opposed were Belgium, the British Empire, Czechoslovakia,
Finland, France, Japan, Persic, Poland, Rumania, Spain, and
Yugoslavia; not voting were tho United States, Bulgaria, China,
Norway and Greccc.

2+ In favor werc: the United States, Gannda, Germany, Italy,
the Netherlands, Sweden, Turkcy, the USSR, and Voneczuele;
opposed were Belgium, Czechoslovakian, Finland, Frence, Japan,
Persia, Poland, Rumania, Yugoslavio; not vnting were the British
Empire, Bulrnrin. China. tho Irish Proce S8tonte. Grecco, Norwavw
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After this Iinterruption, the Commission adopted poart
(2) .of the British resolution, On the basis of this resolus -
tion, 1t next prncugded to ombody the nceessary é;ticlﬂa in
thé Draft Convention. This gave rise éq another spate of
arguments, more or less rntrncing_thq ground Jjust covarcd.-
Secmingly, the states which were in favor of direct limita-
tion or of a cambination of direct and indircct werc most
uriwilling to agree on the wording of any proposal un.indiract
limitoation for fear that to do so would cempromisc'thnir
previous stand, Also, the French dclegation prqsaudtitﬂ'
proposal teo recommit to the technleal commlttec tho mnahanicq
of indireet limitation; ond Viscount Cocil reiteroted his
willingnesa to entertain prapgsn;s for direct prnposals.qlnng
with indirect, .

Finally, new texts wore ndopted undor "Part II = Matos
rial", chapters on land and on navel armaments, under "Part TII~
Budgetary Expenditure", end "Part IV - Exchange of 'Ihfarmni;im“.
They read as follows:

"Part II. Material ‘
"Chep ter A, Laﬁd Armaaonts .
"Article 10. (Provisionnl toxt...)

"The annual cxpenditure of cach High Contracting Party

on tho upkeep, purchasc, snd manufancture of war materlal for

land armaments shall bo 1limitcd to tho fimurcs laid down for

L ] T
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such party and in nccordance with the conditions preseribed,
in the annex...to this Article,,.ls2
"Chapter B, Naval Armaments...
"Article 24, (Provisiocnal toxties) A
"The annual cxpenditure of each High Contracting Porty
on tho upkeep, ﬁurahasu, and manufacturc of war matcrial for
navel armaments shall be limited to the figurcos laid down for
such Pﬁrty, and in cccordancc with the econditions prescribed,
in Annex,..ls®
"Part III., Budgetary Exponditurc
"Article 29. (Provistonsl toxt..,)
"The total annual expenditure of each of the High Con-
tracting Parties on his lend, sea ond ailr forees nnd forma-

tions organized on n military basis shall be limlited to the

1. To thosc nrticles wns appended the followlng note: "In pro-
nounecing on this artiecle, the Govoerrments will take into

aceount ot the Confercnce thoe report requested from the Committee
of Budgotory Experta, which will have bocn forworded to them

in order to permit of the drawing up of innex,.." _

2. The following note wns added to Article 10: "I'he Propora-
tory Commission, by 16 votcs to 3 and 6 ebatentions, adopted

the prineiple of limitation by expendlture. It also discussed
the following resolution: /Gernon resolution; see Pe 267, VWhon
this resolution was put to the vote there werc 9 votes 1n favor,
9 cgeinst and 7 abstentions, Lestly, it examined the prineiple
of a combinntion of the two mothods, in favor of which 9 membors
of the Commission voted, while 11 voted ngainat M

3. The French, Japancso, German, British, nand Italicn delegn-
tions expressed reservnticns of varying degreos on expenditure
limitation of naval materinol; nlso, 1t is clenr that fallube to
express a spocifile rescrvation did not nccessarily indicate
approval: for instnnce, thec United Statcs had takon a position
against budgetary limitntion ond hnd expressod this stand in o
general opposition statomont.
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figure laid down for such Party and In nccordance.with the
condltions prescribed in ths innox,,,

"Part IV, Exchange of Informetion,..
"Article 33, '

"Each of the High‘contrncting Partics sholl, within...
months from the ond of cach budgetary yecr, communicate to
the Socretary-General of the League of Nations a statement
drawn up in aceordance with o standard model, showing by
categorics of matorinls the total actunl expenditure in the
courae of said yenr on the'upkuup, purchasc and mﬁnurnctura of
war materinls of the land, ser and oipr ﬂQmad forces and forma-
tioﬁa organized on n rnilitary basis of such Party.

"The Information contained in this stntement shnll be
published by the Secretary-Gencral,..

"Article 38, 4

"Each of the High Cohtracting Prrties shall comrunicate
to the Seeretary-Cencrnl of the Leaguc of Nations within,..
months of the end of each budgetary year n statement drawn up
in accordance with tho stahdard model annexed to this Article
showlng the total amounts actually axpénded in the course of
sald year on the land, sea, and air armaments of such Party,

"The information supplied in this Statement shall be
published by the Sceretary-Genoral.,."

Tho Soviet dolegation had subnitted o draft text under

. O TR
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"Part III. Budgetary Expenditure" which embodied certain of
i1ts minority views:

"The total annual expenditure counted por budgetary
year and allocated according tc Tables...(home forces and
formations of the home country organized on a military basis)
and.es(cverseas forces and their roinforcements and overseas
formations organlized on a military basis) shall not excoed
the flgures approved by the severcl Contracting States in the
present Convention, being reduced by an equal percentage; an
exception being allowed, howover, in favor of the States which
are wealkest from a milltary polnt of view and are spceially
mentloned in the present Conventicn, and of such States' as
have reduced their armaments in virtue of intcrrational agree-
ments qthcr than the prescnt Convention.,..

"Sveret funds...shall be excluded from the national
budgetse,.All expenditurc for the...armed forces of cach
State shall be shown in a single chapter of the national .
budget; theilr full publicity shall bec ensurcd..." |
In the course of the discussion, the Russions withdroew the
first part of thelr rescolution in favor of the Brifish resolu-
tion (which was the one finally adopted) on the grounds that
the Sovlet text contnined the principle of proportionality,
which had been definitely rejectod by tho Commission, They
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were also interestcd in adding procision by including the
spocific categorios, Staff, Movements, Buildings, and War
llaterlals, for which exponditure should be limited sapﬂratuly;'
However, their resclutions and amundménts werc votod down.

The French wcre succossful in thoir roquest for further
study by the Committee of Experts; the Commission nﬁnptnd the
following ‘resolution: :

"With a view to limitiﬁg Land War Matorlial by limiting
oxpendituro on its purchase, monufacture, and upkeop, the
Preparatory Commission requests 1its Prosident to inatruct the
Committee of Budgetery Exports to inquire into the means by. .
which such limitation could be carried out, peaying special
attention to: I

"(z) The necessity of limiting all the expenditure in
quu&?ioq; o

r "(b) The varicty of ways in whlch budgets arc presented
ond discussed in differont countrics; '

"(e) The adjustment of the propoced method of limita-
tion to possiblelfluctuutians in the purchasing power of
different Eountrius, especcially with regard to tho cost of
war material;

"(d) The eunditions in whieh erodits for one finaneial
year might be carried over to the follnwing'yonr Or years..."

(The reéolutinn was later cxpanded to cover (1) budgotary

T :
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limitation of naval armament, (2) the proposal of limiting
land, sca, and air forcos separately under Article 29 of the
Draft Convention.) However, it was doclded that the report

of thé Committee of Exports should be submitted to the Disarma-
ment Conference itself rather than to the Preperatory Commis-
sion, in order not to dolay the convening of the Conference,
The Proparatory Cormission finally wound up its affairs, aftcr
flve years of exlstence, with the cnd of the Sixth Session.

D. Conference on tho Reduction and Limitation of Armaments,
-1

Despitc the large amount of effort and argument which
had erystallized around the proposal of budgetery limitation
thrcughoﬁt the preceding years, the Disarmament Conference
proper left the subject olmost campletely untouched. At the
beginning 6f the Confercnce, thé tople was glven a Jukewarm
blessing by onough delegatiods so that "1t seomod likely that
all countries were likely to accept budgotary limitation,"2
A change in the position of the US delegation was particularly
important; no more mention was made of "eonstitutionel impos-
sibility" and the United States was declared willing to con=-
sider proposals for limitation of oxpenditure on armament,
I, Tho Disarmament Confercncc wes not formally terminated in
1933; however, the withdrawal of the Gorman delegation in
1933 ended any protonse of accomplishment,

2. Whecler-Bennett, J.W., quoting Arthur Henderson, President
cl the Conference, in Pivo=Droari of Paseea
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heecordingly, the Conference set up a Sub-cormission of
National Expenditure, which in its turn constituted another
Subcommittee of eleven expoerts to oxamine the replics rocetived
from Govermments regarding armaments axpandituratl

After this, however, budgetary lhnitatién dropped further
and further into the boekground, The proposals which were
discussed in most detail in the Conference in the first session
(President Hoover's Plan) were concerned with "quantitntive
and qualitative" measures: 1.e., armament should be directly.
limited and certain peculinrly aggressive categories should
be abalished antirely,.as in the Trcaty of Versailles, By
1933 the struggle of the Germen delegation for "equnlify of
treatment" was engaging Fhﬂ full attenticn of the Conference;
and the paramount cons?deration of nll proposals was whether
or not this aquglitr should be gfnntad (or, to put it more
bluntly, how to work resolutions so ns to offer just cnough
hope of equality to hold Germany in line but not suuh.ﬁuhstnn--
tial concesslons as would alarm France). A French plan vaguely
suggosting budgetary limitatlon was tabled almost without
discussion: o British Drnfg Convention made nn”mantimn of
expendlturc. : 1

Throughout 1933 the situation of the Disarmament- Confor-
T.  Soc Bection III for the work of this Sub-cormissiocn,

| I i ! A
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ence became morc and more hopeless; the Germen delegation
finally withdrow from the Conference in Octo ber,
IV, FURTHER COMMITTEE REPORTS

Although any serious prospect of employing the niethod
of budgctarf limitation of armament onded with the sixth session
of the Preparatory Commissicen, the technical sub-commissions of
the Commission and of the Confercnce turned out some further
reports on the sub ject,

+I.. Third Report of the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Tues-
tiona

The third report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts
1s the most detailed and conclusive of the serles, It indicates
the shape wﬁich budgetary limitation would probably have
assumcd, had the Draft Convention been converted into a reality.
L summary of this report shows that the Committeec had answered
préptg;ally all the technlecnl problems which had been raised
concerning budgetary limitation.

The first problem before the Committee was to revamp its

former modcl statements, intended only for publicizing expendi-

ture, 1n a form which could be used for controlling cxpendl-

ture. Few changes were necded: substantially the same typo of
master table which had appeared in the Committec's Second Reportl

wos retalned; but only the headings on warlike stores and the

T. Scec p. 48 above,
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grand totals for aach'hrﬁnuh of military lur?i;ﬂ ware to serve
a3 control figures,

The Experts expressly stated theoir belief that expondi-
ture could be separated in this fashion according to land, seca,
and Aiy branches of servipe and that war material could be
limited as a specinl category. On the other hand, they believed
that it would be impossible to separate expenditure on new
material from expenditurec on upkeep of materinl {as was required
by Article 33 of the Draft Convantion): the difficulty of draw-
ing the line between renewing part of an item aond replacing the
whole item was too great; and there were insoluble differences
in accounting methods whon material was manufactured in state
arsenals from when it was purchased from independent factorics.

With this reservatlion, the Committeoo polnted out that
the other figures in the Master Tnble, or perhaps an even fuller
tabulation (such, for instance, as the Trial Model Statement in<
its first reportl] might very well we submitted under Part IV
of the Draft Convention providing for exchange of informaticn,

Two mothods were suggested for providing flexibility
between branches of the service: (1) The nllowance for global
totals Gould be smaller than the sum . of the three brancheof-

service totals (1.,e., each branch would contaln a margin of

I. Eﬂﬂ P z.l above,

-
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leeway); (2) 0?, a state could be allowed to shift ‘abbut d
‘certoir percentage of the total allowed under each branch,

A ceortnin leeway should also be provided for fluctun=-
'fiéhs'frum one year éo the next, ﬁith speclal consideration for
' statcs which must buy abroad, otherwise states would be foreed
to ask for a mﬂximum yearly limit. However, the percentage of
Eelnstici*y should be small, as, in cese of an cmergency, a
state conld request and bo granted a special tanporary inerease
in expnudituré. _

Instructions: on filling out the Master Table from state
accaunfs wafe developed in great detail; and a reconciliation
table was mappad nut to bﬂ used in converting budget or eldsed-
aceount f igures into the form of the Master Table. ‘The Com-
mittaabdécided that the ncarest epproach to uniformity of cover-
age in the reports cculd be obtained 1f cvery state, follewing
thase inatructinna insofar cs pcasible, prepare& a model state-
ment on the bnsls of 1ts latest closed accounts., Then these
model statements would be prescntod to the Disarmament Conferp=
erice as a standard of future preccedure, .

The Committee belloved that the guestion of covering
"secret funds" would most onﬁily be sclved by incorporating in -
the Convention itself a provision that all expenditure for

arnmaent, classifiod according to its truo utilization. should .~

te included in the firures of the Master Tablo. The snmea
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method might serve for military cxpenditure not covered by
the military budget (for instonce, autonomous State: corpora=
tions) and even for oxtra-budgetory cxpenditure: Whenever
some such cxpenditure could not be inecluded in the reported
flgurcs for technical reasons, this ahcufﬁ be mentioncd in
the deosceription of method,

Next, the Committee attacked a series of aacuuntihg

problems:

Gross expendl ture must be gsad in drawing up the Master
Table. '

‘he Master Table will be expressed, as is the budget, in
terms of the state's domestic currency.

Althdugh retums of estimated axﬁsnditura are called
for under the provisions for exchange of Information; from the
standpoint of control, the Committee saw little reason for sub-
mitfing than, Expenditure must be defined as "cash disburse-
m?nts," not as legislative authorizations or departmental
commitments. There are three reasons for this cholce: (1) Cash
disbursements are most comparable betwech states; (2) Most
countries keep accounting records on a cash disbursal basils,

(3) If this ‘system is adnptod,'thn practice of carrying over
parliamentary credits from one year to the next has no bearing
on the'jufidicul machinery of limitation,

Thia last Haint natana the nhahleam af mumwsaaals Aafaawnsd
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payments. However, any mnation which attempted tn'éxéeéd its
coﬁvantiﬁn 1;m1ts by deferring payments at the énd of one year
~would be pinched in propertion at the end of the héxt. Thore
are, In addition, several meochanisms by which such a practice
could be controlléd: (1) The states could assume an obligation
in the Convention not to act in such a fashion, (2) outstand-
ing purchases on credlt could.be ineluded in the Master Table,
(E}.A supplementary record of purchascs on eredit and deferred
payments could po appanded;tn;thﬁ Master Tables, i1f the latter
cnvérad only cash expenditure. The Committeec favored the last
mecthod becauga 1t would be simpler aond more accurate,

IA final accounting problem occurz in nations whose final
.Eccoﬁnts_are not audited for a long period after the close of
Ithe.hudgatqry year. . The Committec suggested that, in aﬁch a
case, the state might have to prepere vouched-for, but un-
audited accounts for the disarmament authorities, to be replaced
by the auﬁitnd accounts when they became dvailable,

IFingliy, the Committee denlt at some length with two
: subsidiary qunstianﬁ: changes in the purchasing power of a
Iatata's currency, and subsidy payments,

The Committeec. could devise no stahdard mechanism for
ad justing budget limits to. changes in purchasing power. No
‘cxisting index of prices or cost-of-living could be corrclated

with tho cost of armaments., Attempts to construct such an

!



“ | _51_, m

index, which would' be autcmatically applicable to all states,
were unsuccessful, Tharafnre, it was suggested that the
Convention shnuld'include & procedure under which a state
could petition the permanent disarmament counecil for readjust-
ment of its budget allowanﬂa. Special nircumatancaa calling
for consideration after such a petition might be:

1) Inflationary developments in a country off the
gold standard;

(2) General iﬁcraaée of salaries and wapes;

'(3) ™Question of whether or not the increase in the
pay to the defense personnel represents an endeavor to increase
the quelity of the defense services";

(4) Question of whether or not the increase in pay to
the defénse personnel is acﬁumpaniad by an increase in pay in
the oivil service;

(8) Changes 1n wage iavels, prices of necessary raw
materials, and methods of production affecting the prica.cr
war-material;

(6) The question whether economiecs have been effected
as a result of rationalization;

(7) The quééﬁiﬁn whethar an apparant inerease in cost
is not due to an 1mpravemant 1n quaﬁity, In which case it should

not lead to readjustmant in fipgurcs;
(8) The question, in case of countries purchasing abroad,

S——— j, TR
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of price incrcases in the vendor nations,

The discussion of subsid: payments is quoted in some
detalil: : ;

- "l. The Committee has devoted close attention to the
problem of state subsidios for armament purposcs and to a
series’ of equivalent measures in the fpnmrnf loans to, or
state participation 1n,.astablishmanta”hﬂvingi&mang their
objects the furnishing of goods or services faf national
defensé,  In modern times there has becn a marked tendency in
many ‘States to increase such perticipations under varying forms
and oven to pursue State :activities in the legal form of privata
entorpriaes.

"For example, as regards participation in joinﬁ-stock
companics, this might be effected by thp:subac:iption of capital
shares, for caph or other conslderation, or by buying such shares
féter; or by conceding to the campany thg ownership or usc of
certain installations or rights and privileges of ail kindé,
’and receiving in exchange,.in place of shares, rights of control
nr participation in profits; or lastly, by tha granting of
subsidies or long or short term loans, etcf.-

- "It is obvious that moasures of thls kind can be fuily
equivalent, for insteance, ‘to the arqction by the Stﬁte 1tsalf_
of a State factory for the manufacture of war ﬁqtﬁriﬁl. For

this reason, the Committee has lald down the principle that

o enmasd e



these subsidies, loans, and participations (including purnhaaca
of sharcs, debentures, ete., whether for cash or other unnaid-
eration} in establishments having among their ob jeects tha
furnishing of goods or sorvices for national defenso, sﬁall

be trcated as oxpanditurc on such goods or services, and that
the ﬁﬁbﬁntﬂ involved shall noﬁsaquently be included in the
appropriate categaqqés in tho model statement and be made sub-
ject to the limitation to be apreed in the Convention,

"When a-subsidy 1s 8lven In an establishment ta enable
it to adapt its plant and organlization for. daliVBriaa in uaaa
of war, such a subsidy should bﬁ considered as expenditure to
be included in the model statement, even when no deliverics
take place immodiately,

: "2, But 1t is equally obvious that, in certain cases,
subsidies and iuaﬁs may be granted, or shares, etc., may be
taken up, which are clearly unconnected with armements,..in
particular,,.when r ‘~surcs are taken up which, while upplying
equally to establi .uments,..for national defense and to other
establishments, are nevertheless based on general economic,
fiscal, or socinl considerations.

"In the caso of loans 1t must also be consldored that
certain short-time creditsssshave no effect in increasing
armaments and that they, therofore, should not be inecluded in
defense expenditure in tho modcl statement,,.on the condition

o .
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that these ndvanéea are purely tomporary and that they are not
renewed.., s

"3. The questlion might arise whether, after having
included a loan to such undeortakings in its natlonal defenseo
expenditure, the State concerned would not be justified in
afterwards deducting from that exﬁanditura the amount refunded
in respect of such a loan,,.It would seem, however, thot...it
would be dangerous to permit the deduction... |

"4, It cannot be denied that, in practice, many doubt-
ful cascs may arise., It should naturally be left to the respon-
8ibllity of ecach contrancting party to make the necessary ex- L
clusions, but the ﬂcﬁmittsa thinks that 1t would be useful if
full publicity ﬁg;c given all the cascs which they had not
included in the returns of nationnl defense cxpenditure,...

"fﬁc Commlittee attachecs grent importance to this sugges-
tion...A provision regarding publicity has accordingly been
inserted,,..n8 an esséntlial element of the Committee's proposal,"

The Committee concludod its report on .a notc of optimism
in regard to tho prospects of finding the solutlon of the
technical problems of budgatﬁf? limitation,

B. Report of tho Natlonal Défénsc Expendl turc Committee

The work of the National Defense Expenditure Committee
was based on the exam ination of state budgets. Twenty-scven

wore submitted to 1t for study; it succecded 1n examining 19,
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including those of all the nign%ficanﬁ military powers. It
pubiishod its findings in numnsaiva three-volume report,
amplified by descriptions of ell the budgets it had oxamined,

The conelusions reached by the Commission after all this
rosearch almost exactly paralleled those of the Committee of
Expcrts on Budgetary Questions. (In fact, the latter worked
with thce Commission as technicians). The National Defensc
Expenditure Commission ezprossed dlssent on only one point:
1ts membeors werc dublous about tho possibility of limiting
war material separately. They belicved that such a breakdown
of expenditure--and even the more deteiled breakdown shown in
the Model Statements--could indecd be made; but it could not
be verificd against the closed published state accounts as
successfully as could the grand totals.

The Commission discussed n fow minor points which had
not been mentioned before, For instnncs,rit thought that
military expenditure following o disaster, such as a flood,
should be excopted from limitation simec such eXpensec would not
contribute to an increasc of armoment, Similarly, it pointed
out that any state which incurrcd additional expondl ture be-
¢auﬁe'of n;dncreusa in armament (transition costs, for instance,
arising from a roorganization of thc army) should be able to

exclude this expenditure from limitotion. .

Tyl ol B e i e | i e e s b e T -
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this latest technical report strongly reinforced its prede-
cessor, bringing to tho support of its conclusions a mass of
budgetary ond economic data,l

1. The preceding technical commisslons, had, of'course, con-
sultod the budgets of the various nations; thelr membors wore
budgetary experts of ‘these nations, But the National Defense
Expenditure Commission was the first to incorporate such data
citing chapter and verse into its report to the Conference..

i
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PART FIVE: SOVIET PROPOSALS DURING THE DISARMAMENT

I. INTRODUCTION

The two Soviet disarmament plans came as an interrup-

tion to the standar&izuﬁ pﬁttarn of disarmament ncgotintions
during the post-war decades Tho Soviet Govermment had at
first refused to participate in moetings of the Preparatory
Commission (on the grounds that their location in Switzorland
could. not be ucceptad.by the USSR) ;1 after a sorles of diplo-
matie exchanges, howover, tho Sovict delegates rinnlly.jo;nod

the Guﬁmission for its fourth session, in November 1927, and
thereafter suggostcd two new ond distinct methods of disarma-.
mont. . The Soviet plans differed from the methods currently
under consideration by thq Commission mninly'in thelr more
Idnast1¢_and unified apprngch{

. II. SOVIET FRﬁPDSﬁLS FOR THE COMPLETE ABOLITION
. OP ERVANENTS

The Soviet delegates first nffared to tho Preparatory
Commissién & sweeping proposal for total and immediate disarma-
mant.r They advocated the dlssolution of all armed forcos, the
destruction of all wanp&ns and supplics, the serapping of all
warships ond militery plenes, the nbolition of military train-

1. K SovIet representative at an carlicr conference at Lausanne
had becn cssassinated by o White Russinn exlle; and the Swiss
court had refused to conviect the nssassin,

R e —
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ing, the destruction of fortresses, and alr bases,!and the
scropping of military plantsand factories and of war indus-
trial cquipment in gonoral industrial werks., No more funds
should be assigned to military bodies, and there should be no
more ministries of war, angialnticn to this effect should be
cnacted in each country, There should also be prohibitions
agalnst military propaganda and the puténting of armament
designs, with infringement constituting a ecrime cgainst the
state., Abolition of armaments should be brought about prefer-
ably within one ycar, but ﬁurtninly wlthin four,

Litvinoff, head of the Soviet delegantion, stressed the
urgent need for such a plan, He pointed to the constant rearma-
ment already taking placc as evidenced by the increase of mili-
tary budgets. He declared that difficulties involved in adopt=-
ing the Soviet plan would be eansier to solve than those which
were arlsing out of the current plans and procedure of thai
Preparatory Commission; apﬂ he ﬂrged that a Draft Convention
embodying thc Soviet proposals be drawn up and adopted by the
Commission, : i

: The receptlion given thﬁ Soviet proposals was far fﬁdm
cnthusiastic, although the other declegates axpfeasod thelir
npp:oval of total disarmament as a worthy ideal. MoPaul-Bonecour,

.head of the French delegation, sumarized thé maln Hcdy of

criticism: (1) adopting the Soviet approach amounted to
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changing horses in mldstream; (2) since the proposals failrd
to talc into account the quostion of "war potential", thoy
would acﬁunlly leave small nations at the merey of big anaﬂ;
nnd'{ﬁl the proposols ignored the liﬁk botween disaminmont =
end socurity; sccurlty must comc first, slnco disarnanont
nlone would not prevont ﬁur.”

: Thc Soviet &élogntbs polnted out, in answer to the
latter point, that they hnd made no claim thnt their plan
would prevent war;. but eves if wer should come about aftoer
general disormament, the position nf-thu varicus nntinns',

‘ would certainly not be worsc than at nrescnt, The burden of
armgmdnta would have been lcssened in the ménﬁthnc, and, :
sincc o League of States would still be stronger than a single
state, there wonld be nt leoast as much security uas beflorc. -

Aftor briefl discuﬁaioﬁ, the Gumﬁissibn voted %o defer

Iuntil the next sesslon consideration ﬁf tho ﬁropcaeﬂ_éovaut;
draft convention, Accefdjnﬁly, ab the Fiffh ﬂaaniun; Lifvihqff
prosonted to the Commission the Draft Convuntlon for Irmcdinte,
Complecte, and General Disarmament, Ite main provisions are
summarized Lelow: |

A. ' Effectlives

Eech signatory nation should agrce te roduce ite cffoce
tives by half within the first year after the Conventionr camo
into foice and &o dirsband the remaindor within the nnxt three
yoarse (Thoe tera "effcetives" covered rll branchos of the
servico, home nnd colonial troops, and trained roservae),



The Ministries of Jar, Havy, and Marine ghould be . |
abolished; all records concerning trained reserves and mobl-
lizatlion should be destroyed, and all laws concerning compul -
sory military service should be abrogated, Budgetary credita
must be confined within the limits ol the Convention, :

B. Armament

Each natinn should agree to destroy all i1ts reserves
of listed itemsl of lend armament within the first year after
the coming into force of the convention: tmke and polaon-ras
equipment were to be destroyed first,. Unlv tlose armus could
bea retained which were strictly necessary I'or the use of the
number of effectives retained; end within the succesding three
years these armements were to be deatroyed in proportion to
the disbandment of the effectives. lo new armament could be
constructed. All existing armamente contracts wers to be
cancelled, and no new ones could be made, Thus at the end
of four years no armament would be in existence (with certain
mlnor exceptions for personal arms 'in proportion to population).

Simllarly, all capital ships, crulsers, sarieraft ceppi-
ers, and submarines srculd be withdrawn fron the naval effec- - .
tilves within the first year: within the next three years all
other war vessels were to be withdrawn and thoir personnel
disbanded. The merchant merine should be completely disarmed.

All bombing planes, torpedo-carridrs, aud dirigiblcs
(and their munitions) should also be dostroyed the first year,
Within the next threc yoars, this provision would be oxtended
to cover all alrcraft that could not be converted to peaceful
use, Alrcraft for pecace should be allowed only in ‘accordance
with strictly soclal and economie requlrenents; their number
should be determined by a special convention, - - -

All _ortifications shonld be destroyed.

1., The 1Tsted items included substantlally all land arma-
ments: mutomatic rifles, machinc gune, mine throwers and bomb
throwers, revolvers end automatles, rifles and hand grenades,
rifle and revolver ermunition, gung of all types and calibres
and aumunition for them, tania, ﬁunpowdar tnd exploalves, -
polaon gas, flame throwers, and "all techn?ecal military imple=-

ments not cnumerated...and intended for i 1o wounding end destruc-, - |

tion of man by man as woll as all parts. of tho articlcs cnumep-.
atod above " LUr by MO PR e LT S (R T il .

e
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C. Military Industricsl

All military induatries should be abolished, except
those necessary to produce the "minimwn of arms and ammunition
neceossary for pollce forces...énd for thé personal usc of
citizens,..."; this production should be.governed under.a spocial
convention,

D. Protoction Forces

For four years protection forcos (rolice, ete,) should
be held at the lovels obtaining at the date of the Convention,
After that, the effectivos of thesc categories should be doter-
mined "in conformity with the population...the length of the
means of communication,..the existonce of objects which are
deemed by the state to require protection, the development of
* forestry, cte." No protection forcos should be organized on
a military basis,

Protectlon at sea should be undertakcn, after four years,
by a maritime pollcu service organized under a spceial conven=
tion and "intended for neccssary protoction of the natural
products of the seca, and of submarine cables,. and suppresaion
of piracy and of the slavc trade, and othior objects which may
in future form the sub ject of internationnl protection on the
high scas." For this purpose, thce scas should be divided into
sixtecen zoncs, cach of which would be protccted bF.“rcgianﬂl
groupings /of states/having access to the watore,"

E. Control

Control of dlsarmamont should be veated in a8 Permanent

1, 1In a momorandum sccompanying the Draft Conventlon, tho

matter of military industirics was somcwhat more thoroughly dis-
cussod; ",..the question of the destructlion of military indus-
tries is particularly complicatcd, becausc & highly developed
industry conceals great potential foreces for the production of
armamcnta., Herc again, however, thcre arc a number of csscntilal
cleménts by the destruction of which the moanufacture of arma-
ments can be made very difficult. Those ‘necludc drawings,
mcasuring instruments, modcls, frames, machincs, tools, and
applicencos especlally designed for the manufacture of armaments,
Furtlhier, the actual demilitarization of mllitary factories, their
use for the manufacture of non-military products, the cmployment
in other factorlies or plant that is not specifically military, and
the destruction of everytlilng neccssary for mobilizaticn pcerhaps
will make it o vory eamplicated mattor to use these factories

for war purposcs,”
i
o T P ol i i
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International Commission of Control, Commissions of Control

in each of the contracting statcs, and local Commissions
within states, The membership of the International Commission
would consist of an equal numbor of reprosentatives of the -
lcglslative bodles and of tho trade unlons and ot'ior workmén's
organizations of all the states participating, ' The mombership
of tho National Commissions would be similar, plus reprosonta-
tives appointed by the International Commiss.on, The Control
Bodics would supply coordincting and tochnical as well ns
strictly regulatory functions,. :

F. Brﬁaah of the Convention

In case of a direct breach, an cxtraordinary assombly
of the representatives of th: contracting states should be
summoned to deeide upon tha steps to be teken, Thesc muat -
not be of a military character. Dilsputes betweon states ovoer
performance of the Convention should be scttlced by the Porma-
nent Cormisslon of Control, '

. The Draft Convention was attcoeked from all sideas, Ghiy
the German delegetc, Count Bernstorff, gave it his ﬁpproval.;
The samc argumcnts which had becn used nt the Fourth Session
worc ropoated and scvernl new cnes werc suggosted. Lord

Guéﬁcndnn, the British dolegato, wmade the prineipenl opposing

spccchs He objected to the spirit in which the Praft Conven-
tion had héan offercvd, indicating that 1t wos irrcconcilable
with the Bol sheviks'! doclared war on capitalism; and ho laid
much emphasis on the impracticolity of the proposals. Aian,
ho made a number of morc specific criticiasmas: (1) sinoe tho
Preparatory Commission wns working under Lnagun'ﬂuspiuas, no
proposal was in order which went outside -tho Loague for its
enforeing mﬁ&hhnigm; (2) thé Soviet Draft Convention 'did not
take into nucq@nﬁ'thn-pnapihlo noccssity of ﬂunling with'civil

L R ]
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war within a nation; (3) nor did 1t take into eccount the
"special circumstances" arising out of dependent nations;

(4) if protection forces were proportional to ﬁnpulatrnh end
length of the lines of communication, the USSR would have a
tremendous comparative advantage; (5) the provision for some
manufacture of private arms was open to suspleion: and so
forth,

Delegates of other nations,l speaking in opposition to
the Draf't Convention, added a few objections., It was feared
that these new arrangements would disturb the exlsting balance
of power; 1t was pointad out that enough armed forces were
left under the gulse of protection forces to do a considerable
amount of fighting; and there was constant repetition of the
belief that disarmament must "follow naturally" upon greater
security and understanding between nations, that a total dls-
armament scheme would worlkt only if there were a perfect plan
for settling disputes otherwise, and 1f there were soclal and
‘economle security as well as military security,

M. Litvinuffﬂﬂnargatically offered rebuttals to these
objectliona. He emiphasized the lack of foundation of the two

main lines of opposltion:

l. Italy, France, i&pan, the Netherlands, Sweden, the United
States, Poland, Belgium, Cuba, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Finland,
Argentina, Chile, :

1 ——————
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“fha glst of the arguments,..against the general idea
of owr project 1s that either the people will 'rage furiously
together!, both without arms or with primitive weapons, or
that the more industrially developed countrics will be able
very rapidly to substitute for the destrnyﬂu armaments: now
ones, and, by infringement of the ﬂonvenﬁion, to enslave the
weakor countriss, It seems to me...that our opponentas have
already dropped Fhu first of these arguments...The country
which I repreasent has at itz frontlers States mmerically
stronger fhan itself, such as Chins and Iﬁdia...nnd yet we
have no faﬁr.cf invasion by the unorganized masses of thuese
countries...The second argument will alsc not hold water, fdr
as 1t 1s, the wesker states, while obliged to maintain armad
forces and reslst possible attack by stronger States, are at
the same time in complete dcpendence on the latter for thoir
military supplies, besidos beling wea!: both téachmieally and
as regards thelr human rasnurcos; Frosh equipment for armies
cannot be crcated at a moment's notice, Granted the time taken,
this cennot go unnoticodess"

However, Litvinoeff admitteod the validity of the objce=-
tions to the protection forces. "..,a vaﬁy legitimate questlon
ﬁ:ﬁ?--.tﬁa fomr that, in arming the polico in proportion to
the population, tho bipgger countrice might be in posacssion

of a qg&s&ﬂggably grocater armcd force thau the smaller, which
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might be used for warlike purposes...The Soviot dolcgation 1s
therofore ready to change the proportion in tho interests of"
the woakest Statcs. If tho Sovict delogation were to prescnt.
any scheme for pertial disarmament whatscover, 1t would proposc
this very princlple of a higher dnggcu of disarmement for
bigger countries,,,"
The irritation of the other delogetcs against the

Soviet Conventlon was in large measurc a consequocnco of their
belief that tho proposels were merely n dovice to cxpose the
unwillingness of the capitalist cnunt?iaa to disarm, (An
example of this polnt is clearly presented in the comments of
one of the membors of the British dologatlion: "Thoy /The Soviet
proposals/ were frankly prupngnn&a...n. Litvinolff's main ob ject
was to try to secure a vote agalnst this diaarmement provosal
and to prncla%m to the world that no capitalist country® would
have it éha péliticnl delegates werc quite competent to deal
with thls manceuvre and passed a resolution afflrming thelr
Interest in the proposal but stating thet 1t was unaccoptable
as @ basls of thoir ﬁork, which must proened on the lines laid
down "1 |

ITI. SOVIET PROPOSALS

FO

R -PARTIAL DI SARMANENT

Aftor the Draft Conventlon for the Total Abolition of
I. Teupericy, Majs Gon. A, C,., The Whisguring Guiinry of Luropc

‘I-'.lIi,
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Armament had beon shelved, the Soviet delegatibn announced that
the Government of the USSR, though regrotting that the Disarma-
ment Commlssion was opposed to total disarmament, was still
willing to discuss partial disarmament. However, the Sovict
Government regerded partial disarmament ws only the rifat step
towards total disarmament. On this basls the delegation
immediately introduced a new Draft Conventlon, with the rcscr-
vation thot a successive partial disarmamcnt could be brought
up for consideration after a two-ycar period, (Discussion of
the Soccond Soviet Draft, however, was deferred until the Sixth
Session of the Commission,)

The Second Sovict Draft Convention made usc of the idea
of "proportional pcrcuntagg" roduction suggostcd by Litvinoff's
reply to the criticisms of the earlier Soviet proposals. The
guiding principlc was £hut in a partial rcduction of armamcent
the most heavily arm;d powors should submit to more drastie
rcduction than the less heavily armed. Accordingly, nations
wore to be divided into categories according to thelr armed
strength; and the pércentagn by whiah arnmamnont must be reduned
(called the "doefficlient of reduction") was flxed separately for
each category with the highest parﬂentgge applying to the
category of greatest military strength., The pr;nciplq was
applled somewhat differently to land, ses, ﬁnd alr force reduc-

tlon. The prinecipal points of this plan arc summarizod below:
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A. Armed Lend Forces: TRffectives

The signatory nations were to be grouped according to
the sizo of theilr armies on, a specific (paat) dete: @Group A
would include nations with land armies of 200,000 or over;
Group B, nations with armies of 40,000 to 200,000; and Group O
natlons with armies less than 40,000;1 there was also a special
Group D, consisting of states disarmed after ho World Var,
Amles in Group A were to be reduced by 50 percoent; in Group B,
by 33 1/3 perccnt; und in Group C, by 25 pereoent.. Tho size of
the armies of Group D nations should be fixed under special
conditions to be determined by the Disarmament Conferenco.,

The "coofficient of recuction" was to bo applied sepa-
rately to each catogory of armed forces -- to the total number
of armcd forces stationed at home, stotioned in occupied terri-
tories, stationcd in colonles, to the total number of commissioned
end of non-commisasioncd officers, and to the total numbor of
units and corps of cach catecgory of troops. In other words, the
intont of the Convention was to "frcecze" the exlsting pattern
of the army ond make sure that the rcduction affects all parts
of the pattern equally, RN R

- After the reduection had been offocted, tho sizo of the
army (according to the same categories) should be hcld within
those maximum 1limits, which would be embodied in 4 Supplementary
Convention, : ' d

In order to 1limit the number of trained recacrves, the
muiber of persons in each age class to receive military train-
ing should be reduced by the sana group cocfficiont, No eivil
bodies could be organized on a military basls or receive mili-
tary training,

B+ Armed Land Forccs: lintoriel

As a preliminary mecasurc, all tanks and long=rango
artillery should be abolishod, sinco thoy arc primarily wcapons
of aggrossion. Similarly implements of gas warfarce should be
abolished, and all nations should slgn the convention nrohibit-

I, Souc alternative definitions were providod: Group A to con=-
slst of any nation with .a land army which has 200,000 mon or
over, or, which has 10,000 rogular officers, or whiech has 60
regiments of infantry, For Group B tho alternato lower limits
were 2,000 regular officers or 20 reglments of infantry,
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ing the use of chemical warfare drawn up by the Third Commission
of the Lenguo of Nations,.

The pattern of land armament should then be frozeu as
of the same past date used in determininz the mumbor of land
effcetives, Then a reduction should be made, proportional to
the reducod size of peace-time armies and to the reduced number
of trained reserves, After the reduction hr ! been effocted, tho
maximm limits should be sct at that point in o fashion similar
to that used for effectives,

C. Naval Forcos

Natlions should be divided inte two categories according
to whether their aggregate tonnage (2s of the certain date) were
over or below 200,000, Nations in the first clesa should reduco
overall tonnage by 50 percent; the reduction must nlso amount
to 50 percent of the tonnoge in coech of the followlng classca:

capital ships

capital warships over 10,000 tons
light forces

submarincs

Countries in the second cless should reduce agﬁrﬂgﬂtﬂ tonnege
by one-fourth. Spocial arrangements were to be made for those
nations disarmcd by the Peace Trecatics,

Alreraft carriers should be abolished.: Replacament of
naval armement should also be rogulated bT the convention. No
ships under a certain ago (difforing for .iffbrent classcs of
ships) were to be eligible for replacament, Tho moximum dis-
placement of shlps of cach class bullt for roplacoment was
fixed under the terms of tho tresty (the highost allowed dis-
placoment being 10,000 metric tons?; the meximum pun calibres
worc also f'xod for cach typo of vesscl.

Various regulations wore deslipgned to pruvdnt the trans-
for of ships in any manncr that would clrcumvont the provisions
of the Convention, -
D- _&_j‘-‘r 1:101"(!!;‘:8

o -

All elreraft and dirigibles should be disarmcd, and all
stocks of aviantion bambs and ommunitlon destroyed,

States should be divided into threce groups according to

rCr—
T O T
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the sizo of thoir alr forces: states with over 200 plencs
should reduce that mumber by 50 pereont; states with 100 and
loss then 200 plancs should reduce by 33 1/53 porcent: nnd
states with loss -than 100 plancs, by 25 percent. Effcctives
of the military air forces should be reduced in proportion,
Rostrictions would be placed on engine horse powor,

E. Ghﬁmical Varfaro

All stocks of militery chemiconls -~ 1.0e, polson gascs --
should be abolished, 2ll factorics for thoip mamifacture cone-
verted to other uses, and 211 states should sign tho Loaguc
Frotocol on Chomical Tlarfare,

F. Armamont Budgets

Tho total amounts of thc armamont budgets “ealeulated
at thoir true valuc" should be reduced in proportion to the
reduction of 1lnnd, sea, and alr foreos specificd undor tho
conventlon. Theo degreco of reduction should alse apply to tho
exponditure on personnel and on ermomenta, Mo scerct funds to
covor oxtraordinary cxponditurc or spcelel proporations for
war should bec oxcluded from the State budgcets, A1l expondi ture
on the upkeep of the ermod foreos should be brought together
in a single chapter of the State budget, which would be Tully
open to publieity. The reduction of the armomnnts badgots

should be carricd out pari passu with tho roduction of armed
forecos and of war materinl, When the reduction had bocn

effocted, a maximum figure for budgot cxpeonditurce should be
fixed scparatcly for cech contraeting stato, not thorcaftor to

be oxeccoded,

Provisions on control and on action follewins = broach
of tho conv.ntion wnré similar to thoso in the First Sovict
Draft Convention, Provision was also made for n sccend disarma-
ment convention to moot ot a stated ﬁcrinﬂ oft timc after tho -
adoptlon of tho Conventlon to considor further redueticnas,

In introduecing tho Sovict Draft Conventlon, Litvinoff
laid much cmphasis on tho atandnrﬁihmd, objective naturc of
the proportional-percentage eriterion., Ho dvclared that

M)
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previeus oxporicnce had claurly“ravculcd the 1mpnﬂsihiiity of‘
considering each nation as a scparate casc in establishing
armemont limits: A1l cuun?fius were found to be in a spceilal
positlon and there wore somc which actually claimed the cxist-
cnce of speecial obligations, frequently sclf-imposcd, In o
statc of affalrs whon all countries are found to bo in one way
or anothcr in a special position, owing to individual causcs,
the necd for scoking someo ceriterion whiclhi should be lndepondent
of subjoctive factors, cuuﬁo no dutrimant to ony Statc, and by
which no attempt 1Is made to solve the insoluble problcm of
arriving at a general agrocment for thc alteration of cxisting
rolative forces becomos nbvinus;“ It 1s only the Sovict Draft
Convention...that furnishes such a critérion.“

Opposition to the Second Sofint Draft Indicatod how
strongly the French bloc of natlions insistcd on just this ‘typo
of individual consideration, Otherwise L' arguments followed
vory closcly those advancoed agalnst the Sovliet plan for total
disarmament: the Sovict Convention was Impractlicel, it did not
fall within the framowork of the¢ Leajmue, and consideration of
1t would interrupt the alrcady cstablished Draft Conventlion
which thc. Proparatory Commission was using as lts frame of
reforcnces The outcomc of the discussion wns muach the samc
as beforet.thn Commission commecnded the intention of the Dpaft,

but rofuscd to usec it rs a basis of further work, A suggestlion
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was also made that soparaté articles from tho Sovict Draft
might be Insorted into the accoptod Dpaft Convention. How-
e¢ver, Litvinoff mado it cloar thrt, if sueh a procodurc wore
to be followed, the Soviot Zovemmont would not bao held
responsible for the artielus used out of contont; tho Drefi
Convention had to be accepted, in major outline at lcast, os
8 unified whole,

Later, at the Disarmemont Conventlon, the Soviet daia-
gation again advanced i1ts Draft Convention for the Reduetion
of Armamonts in o sliéhtly amended form. Changes had boon
made to moet the eriticlam thot statcs on the bordorline betwecn
different catogorios might have thelrp relative strengths
roversed by the application of two difforent reductlon eco-
officlents.! Litvinoff hed proviously eleimod tha the divid-
ing 1lincs had boon carefully sclected to obviate sueh casoes;
but tho emendcd Draft would make thon absolutely impossible,
For 8tatecs in Group A, the roduction coofficicnt romeined 50
pereent; for Group B, howover, n sliding secnle of reduction
would be rpplied, ranging from n 50 percont reduction for the
largost amice in the group down to no roduction for tho

smallest, The armics in Group C were to be frogon at their

1. PFor oxamplc, if Statc X had 220,000 men in its army snd
Stato ¥ 180,000 mon, bofore applying roduction coofficlonts
aftor reduction State X would retain only 110,000 men, whorc-
a3 State ¥ would now posscss 120,000,

- L il
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strongth ns of the givon dete, Similar ac Justmonts wore mado
in navel ond alr foreec rocduction coofficionts.,

Tho Soviet Draft Convention for the Roduction of Arma-
ments wos not conaidered at the Disarmoment Conferenco; in
fant; ﬁvnn the Draft Convention sdopted by the Prepnratory
Commission was soon by-passed., Tho discussion devuloped along
quite disoimilar -- and ultimctely incffective 1inos == of

which the Soviet delegation bocemec sharply eriticnl,
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APPENDIX A, ARTICLES FRO! THE COVENANT OF THE

\ ]

Article I,

"Any...ﬂtﬂtu...mn;* boam; o menbor of the Longues,
provided that.../Tt7 shall accopt such regul «tions ae may be
prescribed by the Leeguo in rogard to its military, novel,
and alr forces and armaments,"

Article VIII.

"The rembers of the Loague rocognize that tho mainte-
nance of peace requircs the roduction of national armamcnts to
tho lowost point consistent with national -cafoty and the
enforcoment by comuon nction of intermatinal oblijzatiens,

"The Council, taking account of the goographical situn-
tion rcnd circumstances of cach stato; shall forfmlntc plans for
such reduction for the considoration nnd netlon of the soveral
govornmeonta, 3

"Such plens shall bo subjoct to rocensideration nnd
rovision at lcnst overy ton yoara,

"Aftor thesc plans shall have boen adoptod by tho
sovoral govermicnts, the limits of theroin fired shall not
bo oxecoded without the cuncurrcnee of tho Council,

"The meubers of the Lucguc agree that tho mawufneture
by private entoerprise of munitions nnd Implements of war is
open to grave objoctions, The Council shall ndvisc how the

R
SR
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evils attendant upon such mamifreturc ean e provented, due
regard boing had to the needs of these merbera of the Leaguc
which are not able to manufoactune the munitions and 1mplnn¢nta
of war nccessary for their safety., '

"The members of the Loopue undertake to intecrehmmpgo
full end fronk information as to the sealc of thoir armaments
and mild&ary, navel, ond air prograrns oand tho conditions of
such of their industrics as arc adaptable to wor purposcs.”
Articlo IX. .

"A permonent military commission shall bo constituted
to ndvisc the Council on the execcution of the provisiona of

Articleos I and VIIT and on military, naval, and alr questions

in general."
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APPEHDIX B, _QUESTION V (a) OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE
In 1925 the Council of tho Loague of Nations subnitted

n Questionnaire to "determine to some extont tho dircetion of
work" of the Prcparatar;},r Gﬁmissim for the Diaunnnment. CGonfer-
ence., (neetion V (a) read:

"On what principle will 1t be possible to draw up a
scale of armamonts permissiblc to the various countrics, taking
into account particularly:

l, Populection
2. Resources
de Geogrephlesl situation
" 4. Naturc and longth of naritime corvmunications
S« TDonsdty and charncher of pallways |
6. Vulnerability of the frontlers and nf'tta‘*
important vital centers near the frﬂnfiéré
7. The time roquired, varying with different States,
to transform peace armaments into war armamenta?
The OQuestionnalre was referred by the Preparatory
Gmﬁﬂiaaion to both of 1its sub-commlssions., In its final report,
Eub-ﬁbmmissinn Al nade the following answer rogarding point 6

of Questicen V (a):

L., Sub-commission A was set up to deal with the technical
military aspoct of disarmament,
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"Influence of the Number of Inhabitants

"The considerablc importance of tho slze of the p;:-pula-
tion has a‘lrnady- bcen polnted out (sec the answor to Qﬁnatim
1)1, since modern war calls into play all the natinnal human
rcsuurcas...faking into account overseas populatim as a mcans
of supply or of .ymnobilizin;; forees...and talking equa.'l.iﬁ;r into
account the milita.r'}' instruction of the population, :

"/Tith cortain roserveticns/ onc may state that:

"a, Tho number of inhabitants influcnces in a'direct
but variable fashion -- varlable with eircumstances and with
the degrec of loyalty of thc populatlion the nuaber of offec-
tives intended to assurc internal sscurity uitimr of the

netropolitan or of overseas torritorics of a stute (police

T, In answoring Qucstion I<(a) ("Definition of t'v warious
factors -- military, cconomie, geographical, ote, == upon which
the power of a country in time of war decpends") the Subeomittoe
made the broad genoral statement that therc are "military, human,
material, geographlcal, finanelal, ond political clements on
which deponds the power of & nation to malke war.,"” It outlined
the human factore aa follows: ,
a, Deonmographiec elcments
El'; Nunbér
2): Donsalty and arrongencnt
3) Homogenelty =-- minority pgroups - :
4) Nature of tho populaticn and 1ts aptitude in making
war
b, Organization from the vicwpoint of war
1) Trained rcservos
2) Meén to bc tralncd (hommos a instruine)
(3) Speclalists -
(4) Labor forece (mele and fomale) in facterlos or
estaclishments of any kind
(8) Personncl (malo or female) in comrunicaticons
Mbar forcu (male and fomnlo) in agriculturs and
ishing »
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force, gendarmerie, and military force proper to the extent
that 1t contributes to the internal aaaurit# of the sald terri-
tory.) :

"b. The effectives intended to assure external - securlty
depend on political and geographic conditions snd on the rigks
of cmﬂ;ut.l ' S J.

7o qbtain these effectives, the size of the pnpulatinﬁ;
of a atgF? permits it to employ different systems of military
organization -- voluntary or conscription -- wﬁiﬁh act difrar;
ently on the number of men prepared for the military service,.

"A numerous population facilitates the recrultment of
these effectives in permitting a cholce and can lsad the state
not to zive military -instructlien to sll its male populatlon.

On the cther hand, to obtain effectlves corresponding to the
needs of 1ts security, a country with a relatlively waak_pupuia-
tion finds itself obliged ﬁiihé; Yo be less severs 'in. the choiob
uf Its recrults or to 1nuar§ﬂrnta all of lts contingent Pr_évan
to mniptain several under ifd Ilag. Thua iﬁ principle .the
cuﬂntaiés having a small number of inhabitants are obliged in

crder to assure thelr defcnse to call upon a larger prupﬂrtidn

l. Argentina, Belgium, Chile, Spaln, PMinland, France, Italy,
Netherlands, Poland, Rumania, Yugoslavia, Swaden and Czecho-
slovakia add to this sentence: "for example, when they are
neighboring to countries the number of whose inhablitants 1s
much larger than theirs,"
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of men than cuuntrias numerically strong.

Subecommission Bl added the following paragraphs:

"As regards factor 1 -- Population --Ltha Gommisainn
thinks it necessary to distingulsh between absolute and rela=-
tive numbers. It entirely approves the text adopted by Sub-
committee A with regard to absolute mumbers and desires to add
the fcllowing observatlons with regard to relativec numbers:

"The influence of relative numbers may be favorable...
[Eg7 unfavorable. |

"The density of tho population excrciscs a favorable
influence insofar as 1t pormits. a more ranld mobilization of
men and industries and insofar as it ;a generally accompanied
by a more highly developed cconomic organization and grcater
wealth, |

"On the other hand, the density of the pppylaticn, assum=-
ing an increasing degree ;f industrialization, gﬁnerally cells
for more abundént foca_supplius from abroad...

"When 'speaking of the density of thc population, we must
take into account the circumstances of its diquaition. Acoord-
ing as this disposition 1s morc or less uniform and cecording
as the greater density occurs at morc or less vulnorablc points,

the Influcnce of the density of the population may be radically

T, Sub-commlssion B was to doal with the political end cconomic
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different,

"If any general conclusion can bo drawn from the above
queatiuna,';t will'paint to the practical Impossibility of deter-
mining in a preniae+and sclentiflc manner the influence of the
different factors considered,"

After the Sub-commlssions had reported, both the French
and British dolagatiﬁns to the Preparatory Commissim submitted
Draft conventions. In the Preamblc to the Franch-draft appcared
& phrase that "reduction of-arm;munta must be in accordance with
general conditions of security and the speclal conditions of
each state," In the course of the discussion during the next
five days, 1t appeared that this provision was ralaﬁéd to Ques-
tion 5 (a) -- i.e., that "war potentialitics" of a country such
as geographical position, natural rﬂscﬁrcca; and industrial
power should be taken into consideration. However, by the ttﬁﬂ
the Draft Conventlon reached its finel form, no such provision
or explanation appeared (not even in the numorous reservations
made by the states on almost every article). .Na diﬁcuséiﬁn ﬁf
the Questionnalre, or of this particular point from 1t secms

to have taken place at the Disarmament Conference itself,
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APPENDIX C, PROVISION IN THE DIAIM CONVENTION FOR ADJUSTING

i i .
WG B RATE

Chapter B of the Draft Convention ("Puriod of Scrvicc)

reads in part as followa:
"Article 7.

"For edch man the total period of service 1s the total
number of days comprised in the difforcnt peorlods of service
which he 1is liablo under his national lew to porform.

"Article 8.

"As an exception, each of the high contracting perties
concerncd may exceed the limits which he has accopted by the
table annexcd..sso0 far as, owing to a falling-off in the number
of births, such an increase may be neccssary to enable the
maximum tqotal number of cffcctives fixed in his ‘caseyes/Cclac-
whore in the treaﬁi?.

"irtlcle 9. .

"In any case, the total porlod shall not exceced
months " . \

In the Commentary to thc Draft Convention included in
its report to the Loague Assembly (paragraph 82), the Prepara-
tory Commission ocxpleincd that Artlele 8 was prepearcd by the
Belgian delegatc "to obviate the disadvantege that would result
in tho case of certain countrles which have the conscript system
from & falling-off in the number of births as & consoquonce of

e g
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the last war," and was agreed upon unanimously,

S
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APPENDIX D, AMERICAN PROPOSALS TO THE DISARMANENT CONFERENGCE

N H i ]

Point 7 of the memorandum by the Delegetion of the

United States to the Disarmamemt Confoerence (presented in
February 1932) read as follows:

"The Delegation of the United States advocates the
computation of the numbers of the armed furqna on the basis
of the coffectlves necessary for the maintenance of intornal
order plus some sultable contingent for defconse., The former
are obviously imﬁnssibla of reduction; the latter 18 a ques-
tion of relativity.

"Noto. The onlly eritorion for such a computation at
present exlsting 1s to Lo found in the militrry forces main-
tained by the Central Towers in accordance with the troaties
of peace which specify thet thcy are to br execlusively omployed
in tho maintenance of order and policing of frontiors. This
would indicate that a study of the ratlos of the numbor of .
effcetives 1In these countries to the population ond the terri-
tory would give some rough estimate of the number which world
opinion bas alrcady agrocd upon as cssentlal for the purposc
of order and indleate when applicd to othor nrtions that the
remalning forcea werc destincd at lcast for defonse if not for
possiblc aggression and in the eatopgorics forr defonsc and attock,

slnco Wburs must at present be based on conparisons with
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similar foreces of othor statos and arc thus relative, Thero-
fore atringent reduction may be Guﬁﬁiriahly sought in eccord-
ance with the purpose for which this econfersnce was cﬂllﬂé."

The whole of the US Proposal, togothur with same twonty
othors, and the Draft Convention werc coordinsted into a "
Synoptic Table for discussion by the cnnfnrancc.' Pbint ?_qu
defined as a "question of principle" and wes thereupon deliv-
ercd up to the General Commission, whore it becomo lost in a
general flood of argument, |

In June, howevor, Prosidont Hoover preosented a spocial
message to the Disarmament Conference with tha suggcstién that
they act upon it. Jlmong othor proposals, this mossege relter-
ated Point 7 in somowhat more definite langunge, citing the
size of the German army (100,000 men) in relation to the German
population (65,000,000) and suggestimp that this should be the
basis for setting the defense contingont for the other nnfiuns,
with allowances for tho speclal neede of colonlal powora, A
gencral reduction of onc-third was to be made in effectives
above this ﬁeturminod level, Discussion centered around Presi-
dant Hoover's message {rom this timec to the ond of the confer-
ence session a month later, A few of thc corments cunharﬂd'nn
Point 7.

The United Kingdom submitted a Commentery on Praaidﬂnt
Hoover's Prupoaal which included 'the following paragrophs

- —
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"The United States proposal for a division of land
forces into a policc component and a defense component will
require very careful examination, but-in g0 far as His
MajJesty's Government in the United Kingdam understands tho
implication of the suggested basis of caleulation, ﬁha result
will be to show that the British land forces have olroady been
reduced substantially below the number recognized to be neccs-
sary for the maintenance of internal order without making
allowance for the forces needed for the 1lanes of communication
between the United Kinpgdom and territorics oversaeas,"

The German, Austrisn, and Hungarian delegates briefly
endorsed the Lmerican proposals as & whole: theilr result would
have been to bring general dlsarmament somewhat noarer the
German level,

Litvinou applauded the Hoover Plan ag o constructive
suggestion, but in the course of the diescussion péintad cut
that the USSR was opposed in principle to sveclal provisiona
for colonial troop dispositions becousc of its stand agninst
imperielism, Lator, whon it appearcd thet nothing wes actually
to be done about the proposals (which quickly beoenme invelved
in a dispute about qualitative versus quantitetive reduction)
the USSR resumed its attack on "defenso" ncods ns a basis of
reduction, claiming this approach was futile (although it

would be to Russia’s own advantage, on the basis of population,

S——— | —
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frontiers, diétannns, etes), ond weverting to its domend for
"proportional percontage" roduction,

Tho French delegete disagroed with the proposals asz a
whole, seeing in 1t anothor attempt to dedge the Freonch desire
for seceurity first., He questloned the method of reducing the
nunber of effectives:

"is fagﬂrda effectives, the methods of caleculation
adopted in the Hoover Plan whereby the military forces areo
split up into the home polics componont, tho colonial police
component, and the defense component seem to coineide with fhﬂ
French view that when peace 1s organized on sound lines no
forces should be kept &xcept for the Internal needs of the
home country, for coloninl defensé, end for 1ntefnutional police
action,

"But for the very reason thnt we oponly agrce with these
vicws, we feel entitled to put before our American fricnd;;;.
the three following observations:

"(1) The ecalculation of effectivcs should be based not
merely on tho apparent strength but on the real strength, not
merely on openly admitted orpganization but on secerot organiza-
tions,

"(2) 'There would bé Gcry serious drawbacks to calculat-
ing the military forces in proportion to the population., To do

so would put an unfair preomlum on quantity and encourage what I
% £a
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may venture to call mass imporislism. The great netlons would
be allowed such large effectives thrt they would hold the small
natlens at thoir morcy...

"(3) President Hoover's proposal secems not ﬁo have con-
templated the possibility of coalitions botween thesc poople,
each of which has hed its effcetives linitcd; Az o matter of
fact, thils danger already oxisted, In our view, however, the
whole object of our work is to protect all nations by n-[Eyatqg?
which, while obliging them to disarm, will guarantee thoir
security,” |

Eventually the British swung to the Prench point of view;
finelly the discussion nectted only the fellowing innocuous rcso-
lution: .

"The Conference.seprofoundly cenvineed that tho time hos
come whon all nations of the world must adopt substantiel nnd
Ebﬁprahonsivﬂ measurcs éf aiﬂarmﬂmnnt...finmly dotoermined to
achiove & flrst decisive step involving a substnntia} réduction
of armaments...welcoming heartily thc initiative fa?on by the
President of the United States of Jmerica,,.decides forthwith
and unonimously..«(1l) theat a subatantial rcduction of world
armaments shall be effceted to be applicd by a genersl conven-
tion alike to land, naval, and air armaments; (2) that'n primary
objeetive shall be to reduce the means of attack."

The Confercnce, in its plan for the scecond seceslon,

: mmﬁ m
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menticned President Hoover's plan for limitatlon of effectives
as still on the sgenda. However, when the scecond session
finally materialized in December 1933, it was just in time to
scoe Hitler attain the chancollorship; the whole conforcneco
resolved 1tsclf into a struggle ibout German "agual rights" ond
never actually rcached the lovel of spoeific proposals again

before the German withdrawal causcd its de facto, if not de

Jure temmination.



E—— =118= | AR

APPENDIX E. ﬁNSWEHS TO0 SUB-COIMISSION A TO QUESTIONS I (o)

D V (a) CF THE LEAGUE (UESTICUNLINE

The most comprechonsive statements on what constltutes
war ?otantial arc to be found in the answers of Sub-comnission. i
of the Preparatory Commission to the League Queﬂtiunnnirn sub=
mitted az 2 bnsla for discusaion,

Question I (a) reeds: "Dufinltian of the various fnctﬁrs--
military, economie, geographie, ete. == upon which the powor
of a country in time of wor deponds."

Subcommuission [ answered (in part):

"4 camplete list of the factors...in modorn war would
have to include nll the factors of national 1ife in time of
peacc.

"It {8, hnwc?ﬁf, necossnry to determine the fnetors
which are of maln Importonccs..Thesc...nre as Lollows:

l. The quantity, quality, and degrce of preparadnnss....
of the land, sen, aond air forccs...; the armament,
equipment, end upkocp of thosc forces;

2. The number, composition, and distribution of its '
inhaobitanta, toking into nccount tho...oversocas .
territorius;

3. The extent to which it is sclf-supporting...ond

the oxtent to which,..l1t cnn obtoin commodlitiesS...

from nbroad;
s s el
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4, The geographlcal situation, tle configuration of
its territory cnd the dovelopment of its syston

of«..communication;

o
-

Fixed defensive systems of the mother-country and
colonles,..; :

6. The time which is at 1ts dlsposil to,,.bring its
forces into operation or to allow of outside help
rcaching the country...due tn:'dithnr...natural
protection...or its peacc-time armaments, . «or the
measurcs.../adoptoed/ to expedite mobilization,.,.;

7+ The capacity of the country to produce or import
war material in war time; ' :

8. The external ond internal political situation,

"Sub-commission A has cnumerated in the followlng table

the factors on which the strcngth af‘a country in war tine
dependSess
"I. Militeory Prctors...
"II. Human Factors...l
"[II. Matorinl Fnctors...

1. Matorial and animals in use in the land, sea or
alr forceoe in peace time; _

2. B8tores of mobilization munitious and material;

3« Anlwmels, vehiclos, meorchantmen, civil and commer-

elel aireraft for requisition;

T, Hmvewpew® ons have been treated separately in detail in
Part Two above,



-120=-

4, Stocks of raw materisl snd fuel, élnthing, food=
stuffs and finished and seml-fliished products...;
5. Industrial strength, including:
(a) Industrisl plant;
(b) Means of transport and cﬂ;munination of all
kinds...; . | ;
(e) Wealth of the soll and aﬁbsuil;
. 6+ Apgriculturel resources: o
Wi 'Fishing'gaar;
8. Livestock.
"IV. Ceoxraphicnl FPactors
1, BSituatlon of the country in relation to other
‘countries and...to the possibility éqd effective-
ness of & blockade,..;
2. Area;
3. Relief and nature of the lend,..;
4, Land.and sﬁﬁ frontlers; ihéir depth and neture:
depth:of sean;- ; :
5, Relntion between the area of the country and the
length of 1ts frontiers; ;
6. Poaitlon ¢f vital centers snd land communications
in relauion to the frontiers and nir end naval

bases of tha nelghbeoring coﬁntriaa;

——— e imm ma a s —



s gy -121- Laetemwrerr

7

B

1.
2

4.,

-

Length of the lincs of maritime or river commmni-
cation betweon the country and its sourccs of
supply and their vulnerabllityee.;
Continuous or separated territories...

"V. Pinancial Factors
Forelgn credit; ’
Gold reserve;
Crodits to be obtaincd on tha dlrongth of a
surplus of oxportable rescurces, surplus of meens
of transport, Lté.;
Private wealth,

"WI. Politieal Feetors

[These factors aro boyond the compotonco of Sub-commis-

slon A's assipgnmont; however it calls attention to/ the exist-

ence of revolutionary cloments wlthin a country or rovoluticnary

conditlions throughout the conNtrTeuy

Question V (a) recads: "On what prineiplc will it be

possible to draw up e scale of armamcnts permissible to the

various countries, taking into account partiecularly: popula-

tien; rasources; geographical gltuation; longth snd nature of

maritime communications; donsity end charactor of rallwaya;

vialnerabllity of the frentiors end of the liportant wvital

conters near the frentlors; the time requ’rod..«to tranaform

poace AMIENERLS into war ermamente? "

Sub-commission A, instoad of answering the question

.
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which called for on cnuneiation of o prineliplc, merely listed
oncc again the varlous factors mentioned in tho question;
giving obsecrvations and comments on the nuture of the factors
covereod,

"I. 1Influence of the lumber of Inhrbltants,..l

"II. Influence of Resources I

Adequnte economlc resources facilitate the buillding up
of peace=-time armaments, nnd may allow of & protrocted wor
belng waged by reducing to o minimum the canaéquanuua of &
blockade,

On the other hend, inndegunte resources compel n country:

(n) To eronte in advrnece...stocks of mnterinl ro-

quired for 1its,..defonsc;

(b) To maintain permrnently the forecs regquired
to_unsura:..thﬂ uninterrupted srotection of...
commnicationiees

"III, Influence of the Geographicsl Situation
ﬁThﬂ enumeration of Cuestion 1 (a) is repcated in nl-
nost the some wurda_,j

"IV. Influence of the Nnturc and Length of Moritime
Commuiicatliona

Zﬁhis influanqg? eppeers in onc of the following forms:

T, Sec ippendix B, p. 106,
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(2) Naval forces adequatc to the task of protect=
ing...the moritime communicrtions of countrics
/Who7 depend on supplies...from OVOrSens, ..

(b) Or neval foreces commonsurnte with the totol
oxtent of meritime cummﬁniu1tiuna...betwnan...
territorlos,..under the soverelignity, protoc=-
torate or mandete of...the country cnd the non-
contiguous parts of the samo territoryaes

(¢) Or, feiling adequate naval forcos, tho neeumul o=
tion of stocks,,..

(d) Or, falling adoguate naval forces, the permanent
maintenance, in each of the torritorics 1inble
to be 1solated,.,.of the nilitary foreces ond
supplies nﬂueasérj to insure thnir.dafanaa
indopendently of rcinfurhémant.

"V. Influence of the Density nnd.bhﬂrnatﬂr of Rrilways
sssdeparate cttontlon should be glven tof

(a) The reilways in tho perticulnr country;

(b) The ruilw;yF in the neighboring countries,

The density, grouping, carrying ceprelty, technienl
noture and general lic of tﬁe rallways effoct the possibility
of concontration and strategledl manosuvres, They mey /Thus
dotermine/ number of pence offectives,..

A denso network of rcilwnfs...mny in cortain coscs

T A ey
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readily lend itself to oporations of aggrossion...

The armamcnts requlrcd by & country may, from this
point of view in particular, be influoneced by the thriet rosult-
ing from the density end military value r; éhﬂ railways of &

neighboring country...

"VI., Influencc of the Vulnorability of the Frontiors and
of the Important Vital Centers necar the Fronticrs

The vulnerabllity of the frontiers resulting dircectly
from thelr length as well as thoir naturc...as also tho nunber
and proximlty of important vital ccntoers to theses fronticrs,
mey necessitate:

(a) The organlization of the...defonsc of tho8Caess

frontiers...

(b) The permancnt maintonenes of land, sea end air

* covering lorces gufficlent to proteet national
mobilization

(¢) The rapid mobilization of naval, air, end iend

forces requircd to meot any attack and ropel any
invasion,..and consequently tho neod of thase
forcaes belng preparcd and trained bcfurohﬁnﬂ.
"YIi., Influcncc of the Time Reaquilred, ‘Which Will ‘Be
Different for Differcnt Countrics, to Convert Poucc Armaments
into Viar Armamonts
~As a result of thia.influuncu, the extent of ponce armo-
ments and covering forccs will depond on the timo roquired to

S AnlE D
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APPENDIX F, THE FRLNCH POSTTION

"There is no doubt that at onc time the Freonch hed in
mind the idea of establishing a numerical cocffisiont for the
armaments of cach Power.  BSo many marks werc to be piven undor
each heading /Population, roscurces, geography, colonics,
density of raillways, length of maritime communieations, vulner=
abllity of frontiers7 and thc higher the total, the less the
armaments, and viee versa, Tcmporley, Maj, Gen. A.C., op.cit.

In tho declerstlion traeined rescrves, which gave roasons
for refusing to 1imit the Fronch 1lluminated this general posi-
tion:

"It may bo affirmed that thce limlitation,,.would havo
the effoet in case of uunrliut of glving the certalnty of
victory to the statec with tho greatost war potential...On tho
other hand, as botwecen twe Statcs, one of which has a supcri-
rnrif#.in trainuﬁ rosorvos and the othor e suporiority in war
potontinl...resort to war is unlikely." (League of Nations,
Frcparatory Commission for the Disarmamont Conference, Roport

of Sub-cormisalon A.)

At another time, the Prench asscrtud tholr need for an
ermy lerge onough to let hor "attain e superiority in...timo
which will discourage any aggrcssive tcndenoy /6f a stato with
a largor war potontlal7.,.." (Lcagus of Nations, Report of tho
Tomporary Mixed Commission on Dissrmamont, 1922,)

- st Jﬂiﬂﬁi‘ﬁiﬁg
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APPENDIX G, THE HUNGARIAN MEMORANDUM
During the Disarmament Conferonco itsolf, Hungnry

naturally veoted against France, since the situation had develep-
" ed, for the defeatod powors, into a struggle towards "cquality
of rights" overshadowing all other conaideraticns, But in 1925
Hungary submitted to the Preparatory Commisaion (of which it

was not a member) a rather interesting memorandum which actually
foreshadowed the French position. (League of Nations, Annex II
to the Report of the Temporary Mixed Commission on Armements,
1922,)

The memorandum pointed out that a country's power depends
upon its population, its reacurces, and 1ts grographical wnity.
These determine the characteristics of 1ts armements, However,
these baslc factors may not, generally ﬂ.p;:raklng, be restricted
without involving the "mutilation of the country," But the
peaco-tims armaments, which are the "tangible factor upu; which
depends the employment of the country in tlme of war® n-ra Cap-
able of limitation; they should be limited, therefore, in
accordance with the background "asubjective" factors:

The Hungarlan Covermment proposed that each country
should be the subject of speeinl investipgations on the basia
of which its scale of armaments should be get, Only after this

acale was dotermined would 1t be posaible to state whother a

- s
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country's armamenta were out of line, Then, when reduction
took placo, 1t should cover poace-time ariy and equipment,
trained reserves and stocks, and factorles especially engaged
in war production. And the aim of limitation should b an army
unable to conmlt aggression., At some points the wording of the
memorandum led to confusion as to whother armaments ghould be.
limited in direct or in inverse ratio to war potontinl: scem-
ingly the problem was solved aimply by proposing the individusl
investigation of every country. However, the general position
of the memoprandum is tUrmistakebly related to the ¥rench dosirs
to balance the size of the poace-timc army against the ultimate
war strength. Thils Indlcates that, in the abscnce of pra-
determined political neccsslty, the lino of diviaion on tha-
proper treatmeont of war ﬁutantinl would have boon vufy-aimplu
indced with the Unltcd 3tates, Great Britain, end possibly
Germany alona in tholr ‘opposition to thoe solf-adjudzed "have-

not" nations.
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APEENDIX H, WON-QUANTITATIVE PACTORS IN ‘AR POLENTTAL
"The Dutch produced tho famous "fogs and bops" pemoran-

dum, when they claimed more armamonta because their clinmate

and subsoll were both mnfavoreble. The Rumanlans considered
that natienal courage and militery spirit, or lack of it,

should be assessed in the "war potentiml",,..None eould deny

that there was logicelly something in the French thesis, but

i1t would always havo been impﬂaaiblu to get any practical rosults
from 1t." (Temperley, op. cit,)

At one timo as a part of Queation V (a) the Preparatory
Commisslon referrud to a Joint Economie Commlssion formed fram
the League Sccretariat the problem of exprosalng in gquantita-
tive terms (or at loast In torms comparable for difforont
states) the various factors which might be grouped as "war
potential." The Joint Commission obligingly christuned the
"total effect of tho fanfﬁra“ coolficlient B. Then 1t wont on to
say that B 1g a quantity that must be determined cmpirieslly
by the Disarmament Confurcnoo, that 1t is "not the seme fop
cach statc in relation to every other stute," that the frctors
acting upen B considerced soparately may give very differcnt
rosults from the factors considered in combination, and that
armamont 1tsolfl may change thu dircetlion of the offcet of a
factor in B, They decelined to draw up a list of all the Taw
materisls, products, and Industries which should be innluded

'ﬁ M
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in determining B, saying that such a 1ist would ba all=
inelusive. They did, however, indicate that published
quantlitative data wers avallable concerning the pc;pulnti an :
most material resoursca, the length and nature of uarltime
communications, a-nd the density and charsctor of rallways, of
practically every country in t.hu:. world, ({Loespue of Hations,
Preperatory Commission for the Disarmament Conufcorotico » Roport
No. I of Sub-commission B.)

At s much earlier atage, belore the Prup.a;rntonr Commis=
alon was Instituted, tho Second Assembly of the Loaguo of
Nations eireculatod & questionneire among 1ta members asking
thet each goverrment should "furnish a statemoent of the con-
sidorations 1t may wish to urge in reapeet to the roguircments
of 1ts netional scourity, ite international oblimationsa, itas :
geographlical situstion, and 1ts specinl cenditions ﬁi.m rggargd .
to disarmement/". Answers to t.h.'l.a question give an index of
the number of factors which would be clalmed in an open flold
as Influcneing war potontial: .

South Africa clalmod that hor negro population neccassl-
tated a large army.

Bulglum pointed to her goographlcal puuititm. laying
hor opon to invasion.

Bulgarian ncoded her army incroascd becmusc of the danger

of a communiat uprising.

———— b __cxuzaccend
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Czechoslovakis indicated that her long frontiers, the
position of v.itnl. centers near the frontiers, and its puurlr'r
integrated railways (especlally when compared to its nelghbor's
excellent cnes), were all factors which weakened 1ta war potential;

Frann; in reply pointed out the danger of Gernany's
largar population, stronger industries, and dynamlc economy;

Britain ;ndicltadlitu colonlal needs as ca;ling for,
strong nevy nﬁd adequate nalqnia} troopa;

Italy had large centers located near fruqtinrn which
muat be pruténtad; I

Poland submitted a treetise: she was, in .an extremealy
diffioult éaogriphiu situation; hear coal auﬁpliau and indus-
tries were located near the féuntiura; her communlcatlons were
badly integrated and inadequate; the ratics between length of
frontlers and-nraa. end between length of frqntiara and denalty
of populetion were to her disadvantage when compared with her
neighbora; she was without trained reserves and military facto-
ries,

Ete. (League of Nations, RHeport of the Temporary lMixed

Cemmission on Disarmament, 1922.)
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APPENDIX I, ANSHWERS OF SUB-QOMIISSION A TO QUESTION I QF
THE TEAOUY (UESTIOIVATRE

Cuestion I of the Cuestionnaire rcoads: "That 1s to Lo

understood by the expression 'armaments'f"

The answer of the Eritlsh Emplre, Bulgaria, Finland,

Germany, Hetherlands, Spain, Sweden, tho United States isi

atood:

Italy,

"Hy the general expresslon 'armaments' muat be under-

1.

2.

The forees in service in peace time (permanontly
organized armed forces and materlial snd establlish-
ments which they use);

The forces prepared for war times (reserves of
trained persconnel, stocks of materisls and prepars-
tiona of every deseription underteken with a view
to war); ; .

Tho ultimate war forces created during hostilities
by mesna of tho general resourcea at the disposal

of each country, these resources not being in them-

ssalves armamonts properly so called,”

The answer of Argentine, Belglium, Czechoslovekie, France,

Jepan, Peoland, Rumanla, Yugoslavia 1s:

g distinetion muat bo drawn botweoon

Peace=time and

War-timo armaments,

— AT
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l. Feace-tilme armaments must be underatocd to moan

the forocs In service in peace timo (land, naval,

and alr foreos organizoed on & pormenont footing

end capablo of uss without proliminarg mobilization
moasures, togethor with their material, livostock
and establlshmenta,)

2. War-time armomonta must bo understood to mean the

forces capablc of use in time of war, nemely:

(a) Tralned reserves.../Who/ should be rogardcd ns
including mon who have roccived apecialized
tochnical training...

(b) Mobilizotion materisl (atocka of materinl and
mm‘.urinlrthat gan be roquisitionod,..)

{2). All othor pa.rannnnl and material that can be
brought into actlon in the course of hoatlli-
tlos by moans of the geneoral rcaources at tho
dispoanl of coch country,.

In thelir Declarations (to bo included.in the Roport of
Sub-commission A), tho Unltod States and Praqcé, no spokommnon,
woro mest Interestod in robuttals of tho opposing definitlon.

The Declaratlion of tho Unitcd 3tates objeots to the other
dofinition boomuse "tho oxtraordinary contontion s mado that

resourcys and armaments arc synonymous." Tho polnt is mede
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that the tlme involved in mobilizing for modern war makes
resourcos fairly uselcss for a long period after the begin-
ning of hostilities; the oxperience of the Unitcd States in
World War‘I was clted as an example,

The French Deelaration reads, in part: "From a technieal
point of vliew, the conduct of modern war demands a combination
of all the means of action at a country's disposal, A defini-
tion of armaments would thercofore be obsolete and incomplete
i1f it did not fully take into aceount thc cenéral resocurcaos at
the disposal of ecach country, even 1f thosc resources in them-
selves were not armamcnts properly so called...

It 1s not possible to draw eny distinetion betwecen so-
called military factors and ecivil factors capahble of &aaiﬂtiﬁg
in tho constitutlion of armaments..." (Lencue of Netions Pre-
;&r;tory Commission for the Disarmament Confercnce, Report of

Sub-commission A.)
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APPENDIX J OF SUB-COMMISSION A TO OUESTION I (b

1 d

Question I (b) resds: "Dofinition and special character

of the various factors which constitute the armemonts of a
country in time of pomcose."
Tha Fr-unnh.gmup Lroamod the following summary:
"Poaco-timo armemonts compriso:
l. Poosco-time effcotivea
() HMilitary...
(v) Orgenized on o millitary basis.../T.o., gonder-
mordc, spooianl _pull::u, forcaters, nt-n_.?'
2, Moteriel and snimals in sorvicc of the army, navy,
and air forces whose effoetlives are ommeratod
above... .
ds Pixed defenaive syatoms in the mother-gountry and
; colonles, naval bascs, defended ports, and any adap-
batlon of the geogrephicnl fonturcs of ths scuntry

with a view to war,

4, Arsenals, oxplosive factorlos, and othor peaca'-tlma
military establishments, and any adaptation of the
industry of s country with a view to war capablo of
being used without measures of mobilization,"

The United Statoes, tho British Empire, Chilo, Nethorlonds,

— —
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and Armhnd tha !.mdmlinm':l portlon of paragranh 4 to
be omitted. Thelr decloration polnted out that "there ia
1ittle in industry which cannot be turncd almest 1muari.intnly
to purpcses quite forolgn to the ordinary peace=time objects
of the Industry and that, as o proctionl matter, 1t would be
axtremely difficult to determine what industrics ?f o country
are capable of belng uscd for war purposes without measurecs of
mobilization,. "

. The samo countries, with the exceptlon of Argentina,
end with the edditdon of Finland and Swedon, zr.ud:._ the addition
of trained reserves and stocks of matarinl as a port of poaca-
time srmoments. i

The Unlted States wished te dolcte the underlined por-

tion of paragraph 3. ;
(League of Naticns Preparatory Cormission of the Disgarma-

ment Cenforence, Report of Sub-commission A.) .

®
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APPENDTX K. ANSWER OF SUB-COMISSION A TO QURSTION IT (a)
~OF THE LEACUE Q) ; :

Quoestion II (n) renda: "is it praocticable to limit tha
ultimate war strongth of e country or mist any moasuros of
disarmement be confincd to the peace strongth?!

Sub=commisalon A submitted the following answor unsan=

1mously:

i
"

" /Mha Commissionf is of tho opinion that it would not
bo practlecable to 1limit the u.lt?.mnt.z- wor stroungth of a countryes.
It 18 possible to limit,..forccs pormenently meinteinod in paun.a-
time or capoble of immediato use without preliminary moblllza-
tiocn measuros. This prineiplc 1s in ony onse without projudico
to the conditions of such limitatlon...

"Theoretically, limitations mny be looked for in the
following dircetionss:

1, Land, sca, and air effeotivos constantly avallable

2. Length of voluntary or compulsory service

3, Land, navel, wnd air matorial in usc end in roserve

4, Expenditurce on training rnd thc cost of matorinls

for armaments ns o wholo

bs Chomienl proprrobtion

6. Aeronsuticanl vreparction undortaoken
with n
7. Preparations for utilizing the mercontilo)viow to wor"
marine

mnbrinl proparations in guneral

14 T

Ey

*
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[Trootical diffioulties wore discussed ns parts of tho
answors to othor questions; bosides the tralned-resorves and
stock-piles jmrdle, the question of a supervisory ngoney ond
of budgotary limitation were roourrent./ :

(Loegue of Notlons, Proparatory Commission for the Dissruament

Conforence, Boport of Sub-commission A.)
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APPENDIX L. ANSWER OF SUB-COI2'ISSION A TO QURSTION II OF
LS HATAT

£y L L -

Quostlon II reads: "By whot stendards is it possible
to monsure the armamcnta of onc eguntry rgeinst tho crmmmonta
of anothor,..?"

The roport of Sub-coammission A belfor. Folng invo dotolls
about the particuler probloms involved (Ceg., camparing con-
seript to. voluntary armiea, compering totrl tonnage to tonnago
by clnss, ste,) made the following punorelization:

Legitimately, only tho rrmaments which moy bo compared
are these of countrles betwoon whielh it might ba possible in
wortime to estoblish o sort of weulllbrivm ag regards thoip
altuntion nnd rosources In pasc of cttacl:, If other A Com-
pared, -the following considerntlons should not be overlookods

(n) Comparisons cre approzimcte, cvon if not couplotoly

folseog ,
(b} "Compariscns...could only bo ecorrocted by cstimot-

ing tlu-: diffuronces in rosourses nnd position in
flgures and by taking these differencco inty necount .
In moat cocacs, however, these difffesultice 1ic
proclscly in frotors which ormnot te ¢xprogscd in
flpures. Wo cen, thon, only tnlko those e¢lanonts
into oecount 1n the form of inllapensable commen-
tarles,."

(Leapue~otdetdons, Proporatory Comulseion for the Disasmument

Confercnec, Report of Sub-commission 4.)
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