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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 ——————



\
e ————_anl
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.
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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."



s e -2- R

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,



mm— . e ——.

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,



—— =0= e e

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
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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,




e 18- Rga——

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-



— ~15- T

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™
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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
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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



. - -35-  e—

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 or