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EDITORIAL.

Since the Great War there has heen a remarkable growth of

) national consciousness in many countries where such feel-
Persia. ings were not formerly prominent. This change is particu-
larly marked where power has been gained hy a dictator. for an absolute
ruler is always tempted to adopt a truculent attitude towards foreign-
ers in the hope that it will unite his own people in support of what
must be to many an unpopular form of government. Conspicuous
amongst such countries has been Persia, and Great Britain's peculiar
position in the Persian Gulf has offered ample opportunity for indulg-
ence in the spectacular, applause-gaining and up to the present not
very dangerous sport of twisting the lion’s tail.

In the Persian Gulf for the past 150 vears Gireat Britain has
performed the role of policeman—a role which incidently no one else
was either able or willing to undertake and which has henefitted
every nation trading into the Gulf, Persia above all others. Gradually
and without protest from anyone, Great Britain acquired certain pri-
vileges to enable her to carry out her duties. The privileges are in
themselves of no vast importance and they are of long standing, but to
newly awakened Persian nationalism they coustitute a slight to
Persian sovereignty.

Within the last few vears Britain has voluntarily abandoned
certain of these privileges. Armed Consular escorts have been with-
drawn ; the Indo-European telegraph system and certain wireless



32 Editorial.

stations have been handed over without compensation. In addition
the Imperial Airways route, in deference to Persian wishes, has been
transferred to the Arabian side of the Gulf, and the railway to Duzdap,
run as part of the North-Western Railway system of India, has been
shut down, thus removing a constant cause of petty friction. After
these and other concessions to Persian feeling had been made there
still remained the questions of the small British naval shore establish-
ments in the Persian Islands of Basidu and Henjam, the location of
the Persian Gulf Residency at Bushire, and the Persian debt to
Britain. Of these the retention by the navy of the recreational and
other facilities at Henjam is the most important, but Great Britain
has no territorial ambitions in Persia and a settlement of these out-
standing questions, satisfactory to both parties, should not be difficult.
Unfortunately Persia has brought forward at various times fantastic
counter-claims to certain islands owned by Arab Sheiks under British
protection and to Bahrein. Britain does not own these islands whose
rulers and people most strongly refute the Persian assertion, and it
would be grossly unjust to abandon those ‘whom we have solemnly
promised to protect. After years of negotiation the position has been
reached, as it so often is in treating with an Oriental Power, when
Britian can offer no further concessions and the Persian Government
fears that a withdrawal of their extravagant claims will lead to a loss
of face in their own country. This position, difficult enough in itself,
was immeasurably aggravated by the sudden announcement that the
Persian Government had cancelled its agreement with the Anglo-
Persian Oil Company.

In these hard times Persia’s desire to increase the already sub-
stantial benefits she obtains from the Company is easily understand-
able, but an agreement whether individual or national cannot be
cancelled because one party would now like more advantageous terms
than formerly satisfied them. The sums due to Persia—16 per cent.
of the Company’s nett profits—have been paid with unfailing regularity.
The concession, which has another 28 years to run, gives no authority
for cancellation before its term expires, but allows of arbitration on
any disputed point. All this Persia ignored and it is useless to argue
that the affair is a mere dispute between a Government and a private
company operating in that Government’s territory. The facts that the
Company is a purely British one, that the British Government is its
majority shareholder, that in addition many millions of privately
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invested British money are at stake, left Great Britain no alternative
but to protect her own and her subjects’ rights. It was obviously
time, for everybody’s sake, that a little stifiness should be imparted
to our, it must be confessed, rather spineless attitude towards Persia.
This has now been done in the British note of protest which, while
offering arbitration, made it quite clear that, should any interference
with the Company’s normal operations be attempted, all necessary
steps would be taken to protect its interests and property, and the
lives of its British and Indian employees. This could only mean that
in the last resort Britain would be prepared to land troops to safeguard
the Company’s personnel and installations and it is well that Persia
should realize that even the mild British lion will eventually show
a tooth if its tail is twisted beyond a certain limit. The actual
cancellation was probably the impulsive act of the Shah himself and
the wholesome dread in which he is held by all his Ministers is enough
to prevent any of them pointing out the legal, moral and practical
objections to his act. Even so the prompt and plain nature of the
British announcement came probably as a shock to a Persian Gov-
ernment that had been living recently in a somewhat unreal atmos-
phere where lions never hint that they have teeth.

However there is no call for sabre-rattling—nor indeed has
there been any. Sooner or later the Persian bluff had to be called on
some point, and the illegal and unjustifiable cancellation of this con-
cession is as good a one on which to do it as could be found. Persia
has announced that she will take no action until the result of the re-
ference to the League of Navions is declared and in this at least she is
wise. Unless she is so supremely ill-advised as to indulge in provo-
cative action, some face saving device should e discovered which will
enable her to retrace a hasty step that must be already regretted. With
a sigh more than one ardent young officer of the Army in India puts
away the map of Persia and turns to prepare his Individual Training

Programme for the hot weather.
* * * * * *

The Round Table Conference and the Disarmament Conference
Ingian De. haveled to a revival in certain quarters of the attacks
fence Costs. on Indian Defence expenditure. The politicians who
tilt at the Army Budget too often take the short sighted view that all
Defer.ce Expenditure is ** non-productive ” and cannot be classed as
““ nation building.” A realization of fundamental facts would show
them that the Fighting Services of India produce the most essential
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of all commodities—Security, and that there is no institution in India
that has achieved so much practical nation building as the Indian
Army.

Apart from this, criticisms are based mainly on two allegations,
first, that the total cost is too high, and, second, that really serious
efforts have not been made to reduce it. Comparisons are drawn
between the expenditure of other nations and of India. Now it is an
open secret that many nations do deliberavely camouflagetheir defence
expenditure by showing portions of it in their Budgets as incurred
under other heads. For instance. one nation recently spert £200,000
on horses for its army but showed the cost under * agriculture ’ :
another maintains large second line formations under the heading of
‘ Education *; barracks and even fortifications are paid from the
Public Works Budget ; there is no end to the subterfuge employed
to conceal the real total expended on Defence. Few nations would
think of charging to their militarv estimates such items as child-
ren's education, transportation by Government railways, custom
duties on military material, war pensions, or Frontier road construe-
tion and maintenance. Yet all these and a good many more are
included in the Indian Military Budget. It is this difference in
budgetary honesty between the countries of the Empire and certain
foreign nations that, as the League of Nations has found, males
comparison hetween published budget figures apt to be misleading.
Even so a contrast between these figures is notnearly so unfavourable
to India as many people would have us believe.

The figures on which the truest estimate of relative Defence
Expenditure can be based are :—

. The cost per head of population.
1. The proportion of the total national revenue which is ex-
pended on Defence.
The latest available figures are illnminating :—

' Percentage of
Cost per head Defence Expen-
in Rupees.  diture to Total

Revenue.
United Kingdom .. .. 275 12+6
France .. .. 364 22-5
Ttaly .. .. 171 267
United States .. .. 185 25-1
Japan .. .. 10-0 21-0

India .. . 1-3 22-4
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It will be seen that, even allowing for a low taxable capacity, the cost
per head in India is remarkably small and it is growing smaller. At
the same time the proportion of revenue devoted to Defenceis, compar-
ed with other countries, few of which are faced with such immediate

internal and external military problems as India, by no means out of
the ordinary.

The second charge, that no serious efforts have been made to
reduce the cost of Defence, is clearly refuted by an examination of the
Defence Budgets of the last ten years. In 1922-23, when conditions
after the Great War and the Third Afghan War were returning to
normal, the nett Defence expenditure was Rs. 65-27 crores : in 1931-32
it was Rs. B0-73 crores; and in the present year, 1932-33, it is esti-
mated at 46:74 crores. This means that in ten years a reduction of
over 28 per cent. has been effected. No other nation in the world has
reduced its Defence expenditure in this period to such an extent, and it
would be well to remember the fact.

£ sk * * *

That this vast reduction in expenditure has been achieved with-
out loss of efficiency has been possible only because of
False Econo- . v
my. the unselfish co-operation of all officers of the Fighting
Services. Without their aid either the economies would not have heen
effected or they would have bred discontent and deterioration. Try as
it might, Army Headquarters could not possibly prevent the efiects of
such widespread reductions from falling on individuals. The drastic
cuts in the Army Budget meant the disappearance of units to which
officers had devoted their lives, the compulsory retirement of many in
mid-career, impared prospects of command for those who remained,
fewer officers to do more work, a scaling down of allowances. Yet all
these and a great deal more officers accepted lovally. Indeed it Is
admitted that the wholehearted efforts of the Fighting Services to effect
economies and the success that has attended those efforts have been
unequalled. Even the temporary cut in pay, which has inflicted more
hardship on officers than is often realized. was accepted in an equally
admirable spirit.

Now, as the time draws near when Government must make up
its mind whether this cut in pay is to be continued for another yvear
or not, the air is full of whispers. The cut is to be restored ; it is not
to be restored for another year; it is to be made permanent ; five per
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cent. only is to be restored ; it is to be restored but a Machiavelian
Finance Department is to mulct the unfortunate officer an equal
amount by increased income-tax. So the rumours fly. Actually, of
course, no final decision has yet been reached—everything depends
on the financial position a few months hence and no one can guarantee
accurately to predict what that will be. There are however certain
factors which are already plair. First, in favour of restoration are the
facts that India’s financial situation is very much better than it was
a year ago, revenue is coming in freely, many staple industries show
signs of improvement, India has weathered the universal depression
better than most countries, the political situation has immeasurably
improved, and there is every prospect of a balanced budget even with
the restored pay. Against restoration there are the financial difficulties
of some of theProvinces, who have little hope of balancing their bud-
gets, and of certain Government Services, notably the Railways. It is
argued that it would be impolitic and perhaps unjust to restore the
pay of officers of the Central Government and not of those in the
Provinces, or of certain Services and not of others. All or none is the
ery.

This argument requires careful examination. No one, least of
all any officer of the Fighting Services, wishes to benefit at the
expense of his confrére of another Service, but there is no question of
doing this. Even if the pay of one Service is restored and that of
another remains reduced the unlucky Service is no worse off than
before. Indeed it isin a better position to claim restoration than it
would be if the other Services had not received their pay back.
Again Government’s object must be economy, and, as the Army has
shown, it is best achieved when all officers of a Service co-operate
willingly to this end; what better guarantee that such co-operation
will be forthcoming than to offer a restoration of pay conditional on
a general reduction of expenditure.

At present there seems no insuperable obstacle in the way of a
restoration of all pay in the next financial year, but, should it for any
reason be decided that it is impossible to give back their pay to
certain Services, it is to be hoped that Government will not be so
short sighted as to extend this decision to all Services. ~ The Fighting
Services, as an example, might fairly claim other treatment. Surely
they deserve some material reward for the immense economies they
have already and are still effecting. India is entering upon a period of
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great and far reaching changes in every sphere of her life. Whether
these changes will be allowed to develop along the lines of rapid and
peaceful progress depends in the last resort of the efficiency and reli-
ability of the Army, and thesein turn dependabsolutely on the officers
now serving. Would it be wise to continue a cut in pay which, if
maintained, as a year’s experience has shown, will by involving officers
in financial difficulties, undermine their contentment and most ad-
versely affect their efficiency ? It would be the falsest of economies.

% * * * * *

An analysis of the results of the 1932 :Staff College Entrance Ex-

pPassing into  amination proves of undoubted interest and may be of

theStaft Gollege.  some value, though deductions based on figures such
as these are by no means infallible.

618 officers sat for the examination and of these 198 or 32 per
cent. qualified The chief arms of the British and Indian Armies
acquitted themselves as follows :—

Number tak- Percentage who

ing the qualified.
Examination.
Royal Signals .. . 24 625
Roval Engineers .. . 59 47-4
Royal Artillery .. .. 102 382
Indian Infantry .. .. 125 344
British Cavalry .. .. 17 235
British Infantry .. . 211 23-2
* Indian Cavalry .. .. 18 167
Royal Tank Corps .. - 16 125
Indian Army Service Corps .. 8 12+5
Royal Army Service Corps . 4 Nil,

The first thing that strikes one is that at the head of the list with the
highest percentage of qualifications come the three arms trained at
Woolwich. Isitsafetodeducefromthis thatthe education theregiven
is as superior to that at Sandhurst as the figures would seem to imply ?
Possibly not, for it must be remembered that these officers completed
their initial military education several vears ago, and since then
there have been very wide changes in the Sandhwurst curriculum.
Perhaps ten years hence the distinction between the two institutions
in this examination will not be so marked. Again the difference may
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not be due so much to variation in the instruction received as Cadets
as it is to what happens to the young officer in the first few years of his
service. Indeed it seems that here the true cause of the difference is
to be found. All Royal Engineer subalterns and many of the Royal
Signals follow their cadet training by a University Course which not
only raises their technical standard but improves immeasurably their
general education and capacity for study. Reformers may seize upor.
these figures as further evidence that a year’s University education
would bhe Dbetter training for all our future officers than eighteen
mouths as cadets. In addition the Royal Signals have unequalled
opportunities in their ordinary training to hecome acquainted with
the working of other arms and with control and staff work in mixed
formations, Similarly but to a lesser degrec the Gunner also has a
better chance than most other arms of obtaining a broader view during
training—he has to be taken more fully into the confidence of superior
commanders. Finally all three, Signallers, Sappers and Gunners have
in their every day work to keep themselves abreast of rapidly advanc-
ing technical knowledge, and this in itself isa great mental stimulant.
The position of these three arms at the top of the list and the order in
which they appear are thus very much what one would have predicted,
though the Royal Corps of Signals surely deserves congratulation on
the striking use it has made of its advantages.

It is gratifying to find that, first of the non-Woolwich arms, and
treading very closely on the heels of the Gunners, come the Infantry
of the Indian Army. What special advantages they have had to enablue
them to achieve this creditable distinction it is hard to say. The
fewness of British officers in Indian Battalions, theextent to which thev
have personally to supervise administration, the languages they hax:e
to learn, the wider responsibilities they have to accept compared with
British Service officers of similar seniority, all reduce their opportu-
nities for study. One suspects that the cause of their success is to be
found in the simple fact that once again a determination to overcome
obstacles has overcome them. There is a considerable drop between
Indian Infantry and British Cavalry and Infantry and still more to
Indian Cavalry. It would be interesting to speculate why British
Infantry have a lower percentage of qualifications than Indian, and
as to why in the Indian Army the Infantry should lead the Cavalry and
the position be reversed in the British Army—interesting but possibly
rash.
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It is a little surprising at first sight to find that a British Service
officer in India has a somewhat higher expectation of passing the

examination than one serving elsewhere. The figures for the per-
centage of qualifications to entries are :—

In India. Elsewhere.

British Cavalry .. .. 200 250
Royal Artillery .. .. 450 366
Royal Engineers .. . LY 44+4
Royal Signals . .. 80-0 579
British Infantry . .. 131 439
Roval Tank Corps .. .. 00 166
Average for British Service .. 377 30-3

One would have thought that from the point of view of preparing
for the examination, service at Home was definitely preferable to that
in India. At Home the proportion of officers to men is much higher,
there is all the advantage of climate, crammers abound, good libraries
are common, and the path of the candidate is smoothed in many ways
impossible out here. Still in spite of all this officers of hoth British
and Indian Services in this country seem very successfully to have
caught up or out-paced those at Home. Perhaps in India the greater
realism of training, the opportunities for active service, and above all
the increased responsibility that officers must accept, more than com-
pensate for inferior external aids. For these results so satisfactory to
India the major credit is due to the officers themselves, but they would
be the last to grudge some of it to those senior officers and higher staffs
who, recognising the handicaps to Staff College study in this country,
have done so much to remove them.
* * * # * *

NOTICE.

As the Institution has enjoyed a particularly suc~
cessful year financially the Council has decided to assist
officers suffering from the cut in pay by temporarily
suspending the Entrance Fee. Officers may now be-
come full members on payment of the annual sub-
scription of Rs. 10 only.

Members are earnestly asked to bring these ad-
vantageous terms to the notice of non~-members.
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GOLD MEDAL PRIZE ESSAY COMPETITION, 1933.

The Council has chosen the following alternative subjects tor the
Gold Medal Prize Essay Competition for 1933 :—

(i) “ With the tendency of modern Military Organization towards
Mechanisation, the increasing complexity of modern weapons and the
dependence of troops on their maintenance services, it is asserted by
many that Regular troops are losing the degree of mobility necessary
for the successful performance of their role on the North-West

Frontier. '
Discuss how this difficulty can be overcome so that freedom of
action and tactical mobility are assured in the Army in India,

or

(i) ** Diseuss the tactical employment of Light Tanks
(@) with Cavalry
(b) with Infantry

in both the plains of India and in the mountfainous couniry of the
North-West Frontier: particular reference should be made to the
problems of Maintenance and Supply.” '

(Nore.—For the purpose of this essay the following may be
assumed :— ’
Organization—Light Tank Company of 3 sections each of 7 tanks ;
1 Company Commander’s tank and 3 reserve tanks.
Total 25 tanks.

Crew of Vehicle—2.

Armament—One 303" Vickers gun (Special tank pattern).
Ammunition—3,000 rounds 3937,

Armour—Capable of resisting ordinary -303” ammunition, 303"

A. P. and shrapnel.

Speed average—Across country. 4—12 m. p. h. Road and track
20—25 m. p. h. Reduced to 15 in convoy.

Crossing power—Trench 5 feet.  Water 2 feet 6 inches.

Climbing power—Slope—1 in 2}. Perpendicular obstacle—2 feet.
Ciireuit of 4ction—Road approximately 1¢0 miles.

Petrol fill—20 gallons.

The following are the conditions of the Competition :(—

(1) The competition is open to all gazetted officers of the Civil
Administration, the Royal Navy, Army, Royal Air Force
and Auxiliary Forces,

(2) Essays must be type-written and submitted in triplicate.

(3) When reference is made to any work, the title of such work
is to be quoted.
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{4) Essays are to be strictly anonymous. Each must have a
motto, and, enclosed with the essay, there should be sent

a sealed envelope with the motto written on the outside and
the name of the competitor inside.

(5) Essays will not be accepted unless received by the Secretary
on or befors the 30th June 1933.

{6) Essays will be submitted for adjudication to three judges,
chosen by the Council. The judges may recommend a
money award, not exceeding Rs. 150, either in addition to
or in substitution for the medal. The decision of the three
judges will be submitted to the Council, who will
decide whether the medal is to he awarded and whether the
essay is to be published.

(7) His Excellency the Commander-in-Chief has offered a
Special Prize of Rs. 150 for the best essay submitted on
subject (#7). This prize is in addition to any awarded by
the Couneil.

(8) The names ot the successful candidates will be announced at
a Couneil Meeting to be held in September or October 1933.

(9) All essays submitted are to become the property of the
United Service Institution of India absolutely, and authors
will not be at liberty to make any use whatsoever of their
essays without the sanction of the Council.

110) Essays should not exceed 15 pages of the size and sbyle of
the Journal, exclusive of any appendices, tables or maps.



THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE AT GENEVA, 1932.
By Masor-Generat J. E. 8. Brixp, C.B,, C.M.G., D.S.0.
(Chief of the Indian Technical Delegation to the Conference).

Tur DraFT CONVENTION.

The following article is an attempt to summarize, very briefly.
certain of the more important facts that emerged from the lengthy
and somewhat tedious discussions on disarmament at Geneva during
the past year, and to give some sort of explanation, possibly an
unsatisfactory one to many enthusiasts who were hoping for the birth
of a millenium, asto why the results werenot more substantial. Many
of those who were present, on the other hand, when taking into con-
sideration the immense differences in the outlook and interests, the:
fears and aspirations, the local conditions and defence requirements.
of the sixty odd nations who were represented, will have come away
from Geneva amazed that any results were achieved at all. The
production of a formula or a definition that would satisfy the inter-
pretation of all was a problem of great difficulty, and was apparent
even in the case of nations ostensibly using the same language. As.
some cynic remarked, the Conference deserved the gratitude of the
World, as. at any rate, it had got through several months without:
starting a new war.

In order to get some idea of the sequence of events and to under-
stand the basis from which the discussions started, it is necessary to-
remember that a great deal of spade work had been undertaken b); the
Preparatory Commission, which had been sitting for five years before
the Conference assembled and had produced a Draft Disarmament
Convention.

The Draft Convention contained some sixty Articles. It aimed at.
limiting and, if possible, reducing the World’s armaments, by fixing
the numbers of effectives in the land, sea, and air forces of the various.
Powers ; by limiting the tonnage, and in some cases the numbers by
types of war vessels ; the numbers and total horse-power of aircraft
capable of use in war ; and the total annual expenditure on land, sea,
and air forces. It also provided for the limitation of the period of
service in conseript armies, control of annual expenditure on land war
material, andforfree interchange of information between High Con-

tracting Parties.
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In accordance with the terms of this Convention, all Powers
invited to the Conference (and invitations were issued to every Power,
great or small, and irrespective of whether they were members of the
League of Nations or not) were asked to produce, some months before
the assembly of the Conference, tables showing in considerable detail
their naval, military and air resources, and details of the funds expended
on their armed forces for a particular vear, 1929-30.

This, at first sight would appear to be a fairly simple task, as alk
civilized nations must, presumably, keep accurate records of the num-
bers of effectives. for instance, serving in their armed forces. But at
once points of doubt arose. What were * effectives,” and what were
to be included in the ‘ armed forces / ° Were territorials or militia
forces which only did a part-time training to be counted and, if so, on
what basis ! How were reserves to be counted—some did no training
at all, while others did an annual training of considerable military
value 7 Again, taking the case of India as an example—How were
our frontier levies and scouts to be counted ~—Were corps like Burma
Military Police or Assam Rifles forces ¢ organized on a military basis’?
Were Frontier Constabulary and armed police to be included ?

All these questions had a reaction also in the financial sphere as
budgetary tables could not be produced till answers were forthcoming.
Army budgetary figures were not sufficient to produce before the
Conference as, again taking the ease of India.as an example, many of
the Corps which were, or might be considered to be, ¢ organized on a
military basis’, are paid for out of Home or Foreign Department
budgets or Provincial revenues. Another problem faced those who
were preparing the data for the Indian Delegation, and that concerned
the inclusion of Indian States Forces, both in the tables of efiectives
and in the hudgetary statements.

Many nations have quasi-military organizations which are mainly
used for police or customs purposes, and some of these are definitely
organized on a military basis, and might well have military value in
war. Though in most cases nations might not have the slightest.
intention of using these formations as they stand for aggressive pur-
poses against their neighbours, the difficulty was to convince those
neighbours of their innocence, and to discover where to draw the line.
This problem has not yet been solved (December 1932) and is still
being debated by the Effectives Committee at Gleneva.
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In due course practically all the Powers represented produced
the tables asked for in accordance with the Draft Convention—though
some were very late and obviously inaccurate—and these were printed
and circulated with a mass of explanatory notes to the members of all
delegations. '

Thus when the delegations assembled at Geneva at the end of
January 1932, a great deal of preparatory work had been done, not only
by the members of the Preparatory Commission who had laboured for
five years to produce their Draft Convention, but also by the various
governments concerned in presenting the tables of effectives, details
of navies and air forces, and the budgetary tables asked for under the
terms of the Draft Convention. A mass of documentary information
-existed on which to start work.

As willbe seen later, the speeches of the various delegates frequent-
ly drifted far away from the Draft Convention, and, though from time
to time valiant efforts were made to bring every suggestion back into
the framework already drawn up, this was no easy matter.

Tuk THREE PuasEs oF THE CONFERENCE,

The Disarmament Conference actually opened on the 2nd of
February, and its proceedings up to the dispersal for the long recess
at the end of July may roughly be divided into three phases.

During the first, the Phase of Oratory, the leading delegates of
all Powers paid tribute to the objects for which the Conference was
assembled, and made proposals, which they considered would secuse
those objects, on behalf of their respective Governments.

The second phase may be termed the Technical Phase, during
which the experts attached to the various delegations strove, with
indifferent success, to define those weapons which were, * Most offen-
sive, most menacing to national defence, and most dangerous to
civilians.”

The third phase was the period of Private Conversations during
which an intense effort was made to provide some sort of formula,
which would show the World the measure of the progress made.

Before describing these three phases in rather greater detail, a
few words about the procedure and organization at Geneva may be
of interest.

At the plenary sessions of the Disarmament Conference most
Powers were represented by from three to five delegates, and until
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all nations had had their initial say the greater part of the work was
done in plenary session.

A General Commission was then formed at which each Power was.
represented by one delegate, and this in turn resolved itself into several
subordinate commissions, the most important of which were the three
Technical Commissions dealing with Land. Naval and Air warfare—or
“ Terre,” ** Mer” and “ A, as they were described by Monsieur
Tardieu.

There were also committees dealing with budgetary questions,
with effectives, with chemieal and bacteriological warfare, and with
moral disarmament.

Mr. Arthur Henderson was Chairman of the Conference and of the
General Commission, and he wasalways assisted by Sir Eric Drummond,
the Secretarv-General of the League of Nations, and hy the League
Secretariat. The chairman of the other commissions and committees
were mostly League habitués many of whom had taken part in the
work of the Preparatory Commission.

The Conference and each commission and committee formed its
own ® bureau,” from among whose members a few vice-presidents and
¢ rapporteurs ® were chosen. These rapporteurs were mostly, like the
chairmen, old habitués and were really very hard worked and very
important people. A rapporteur was, in fact, a sort of super-secretary,
and not only did he have to draw up the final report of his committee,
but he was constantly busy trying to evolve resolutions which would
bring into harmony the very conflicting views of the various nations.

Two languages, French and English, were officially employed,
and, with very few exceptions who spoke in German, all speakers
used one or the other of these languages. All speeches made in French
were immediately translated into English and vice rersa.  The trans-
lators were provided by the League Secretariat and some of them were
wonderfully expert and fluent. Practically all the clerical work was
performed by the League Secretariat.

TaE FirsT PrasE—ORATORY.

To the average onlooker the opening phase, the first few weeks
of the Conference, was undoubtedly the most interesting—the speakers.
were in many cases men with world-wide reputations, men whose
names were household words throughout Europe. They came as
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plenipotentiaries from the various Powers ready to announce to the
World how far the Governments who sent them were prepared to go
in the cause of disarmament, and the World was agog to know what
each of them proposed. Intense propaganda had been carried oub
by League enthusiasts, and many less well-informed organizations
were demanding results far in advance of those that were hoped for
by members of the League—results outside the realm of possible
achievement.

The proceedings opened with a somewhat uninspiring addiess by
the President of the Conference, Mr. Arthur Henderson, and this was
followed by two or three dull days devoted to routine matters. The
opening week was not allowed to close without one dramatic incident.
Just before the proceedings for the day terminated, M. Tardieu, who
was at that time the French Minister of Defence and Leader of their
delegation, marched solemnly up to the rostrum and presented the
French proposals to the President. These proposals curiously enough
have never to this day been formally discussed at the Conference,
though the French representatives have on several occasions insisted
that they must be treated as one indivisible whole, and they now
(December 1932) seem to have been supplanted by a new set of pro-
posals.

It would be impossible in an article of the length of this, to attempt
to deal with even a portion of the speeches made, but it is possible
and may be of interest, to describe the attitudes of the more important
Powers, as they appeared from the speeches of their representatives.

United Kingdom.

To Sir John Simon, British Foreign Minister, was assigned the
honour of first place on theroll of speakers. If anybody was expecting
profound suggestions and far-reaching proposals from the United King-
dom Delegation they were doomed to disappointment. The reason for
this is perhaps obvious—for vears past Great Britain and indeed all
members of the British Commonwealth had, under the stern pressure
of financial necessity, been reducing their armaments—but this reduc-
tion had been unilateral and it was evident to all that it could nolonger
continue on that basis. Moreover, the British Empire, in common
with its co-signatories of the Washington and London Treaties, had
shown the World that the mutual limitation of armaments—in that
cage naval—could be agreed to between Powers, and that a imit could
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be put to the strength of fortifications in a defined area. In other
words competition in armaments between Powers could in certain
conditions be kept within bounds. Briefly, the British policy appeared
to be that the United Kingdom had already gonea very long way in the
cause of disarmament, and had done so during a period when other
European nations had been piling up their armaments, that she could
go no further alone, but that she was prepared to do so in co-operation
with others. The concrete points in the British proposals were the
abolition of gas and chemical warfare, the abolition of submarines,
the limitation of effectives (as abolition of conscription was such a very
thorny suhject), and in addition the prohibition of such armaments as
would weaken attack. The United Kingdom was also prepared to co-
operate in reducing the size of warships and the maximum calibre of
naval guns, and would agree to a limitation in the size of land guns.

France.

The attitude of France was really the deciding factor at Geneva.
France, as the strongest land and air power in Europe, held all the
"high cards, and unless she could be induced to reduce her armaments
it was idle to expect that substantial results could be achieved.

In order to understand France's attitude, it is essential to con-
sider her point of view. Her policy is dictated entirely by fear—and
fear makes her demand security. For fifty vears prior to the Great
War she had been bullied and threatened by Germany—she was twice
invaded, and the horrors of the second invasion were still vivid in the
memory of many of her citizens. After the War her one idea was to
ensure her security during, at any rate, the next generation cor so.
‘With this object in view she has done everything in her power to
prevent the military regeneration of Germany—even to keep her in
subjection. German man-power, combined perhaps with national
efficiency and organizing ability, is the bogey, and though France
with her immense superiority in armaments has nothing to fear at
present, even if short of men, she feels that, with every reduction in
her armaments, up goes the corresponding value of German man-
power—even if it is untrained. Tt was this craving for security that
underlay the French proposals, the basis of which was an international
force at the disposal of the League, and the control by the League
of all those weapons which are essential for attack, such as heavy and
long range artillery, tanks and big bombing aircraft. How they
visualised such a force would be accommodated, commanded, trained
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or provided with munitions was never explained, for, as mentioned
above, the French proposals have up till now not been discussed.

The most striking members of the French delegation were Mm..
Tardieu and Paul Boncour. The former was Minister of Defence at-
the commencement of the ('onference but after the Cabinet crisis early
in the vear he returned as Prime Minister, and still led the delegation.
till his Government fell and was replaced by that of M. Herriot. M.
Paul Boncour is a wonderful orator and in appearance and fluency not-
unlike Mr. Lioyd George. Heisan old League celebrity and has been
connected with the disarmament problem for vears. He was at this
time also President of the Council of the League.

Glermany.

The German delegation, who were originally led by Dr. Bruning
and subsequently by Herr Nadolni, adopted one single line—they would
consider no measure of disarmament that did not reduce the weapons.
and effectives of other Powers to a level corresponding to that imposed
on them by the Treaty of Versailles. In this policy they were sys-
tematically supported by the other defeated Powers—-Austria, Hungary
and Bulgaria. There is no doubt that this stubborn attitude delayed.
progress immensely and, if anything, it alienated sympathy. To the
observer it appeared that if they bad announced the policy of equality
as their ultimate goal, and if they had been prepared to reach that
goal by stages, many of the discussions would have resulted more nearly
in unanimity. As it was there was always an extremist block who
were as far apart from the moderate majority in one direction as
France was in the other. Time alone will show whethzr this German
policy will pay in the end. General opinion at Geneva seemed to be
that questions involving the revision of treaties concerned only those
Powers who were signatories, and that the subject was oﬁtside the
purview of the Disarmament Conference.

This attitude of Germany, however, is just asintelligible as that of
France. She naturally feels her present position, and objects to being
kept in perpetual subjection. The smaller defeated Powers perhaps
feel their position even more keenly, as they are surrounded by other
small Powers, all very heavily armsad, some of whom had no existence
as nations prior to the post-war re-arrangement of the map of Europe.
The political situation in Germany and in particular the growth in
political power of the Nazis, was unlikely to encourage a sympathetic
attitude in France.
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Ttaly.

The line taken by Italy was interesting. She took upon herself’
the réle of ° Father and Mother ’ of the defeated Powers. She sup-
ported them in every detail and, like them, advocated universal dis-
armament down to the level prescribed for the vanquished Powers.
in the Peace Treaties. This seemed to be a curious attitude for her to-
adopt and it is interesting to speculate on the possible causes. In 1914
Italy was bound by the Triple Alliance to Germany and Austria,
only inthe event of attack on either of those Powers, and she apparently-
was in no doubt that the Central Powers were the aggressors. Conse-
quently she held aloof for a time, but before long threw in her lot with
the Entente. The Peace Treaties practically obliterated her greatest
hereditary enemy, Austria, and now she has turned her attention to-
the north-west and looks on France as the only possible power who
can threaten her peaceful development. Moreover, like other nations
before her, Italy is probably interested in the maintenance of the
balance of powerin Europe, and it doesnotsuit her to see Germany, who
from her geographical position cannot cause Italy any alarm, in a posi-
tion of permanent inferiority. Be that asit may, Italy throughout the
Disarmament Conference has shown a marked tendency to support the
claims of the ex-enemy Powers, and an equally marked disinclination
to agree with any proposal put forward by France’s representatives.

Ttaly also had the advantage of having in her leading spokesman,
a Vefy remarkable personality, Signor Grandi, then Foreign Minister,
is a man of striking and to many people, attractive personality. Hie
keen eyes and close-cut beard gave him a rather Mephistophelian
appearance ; he was very young for his position, rumour said in the
thirties; he always spoke in French which was very clear and intelligible
to non-French-speaking listeners ; his speeches were short and to the
point ; in fact with the general public he was probably one of the most
popular personalities at the Conference. He had one great advantage
over many of the represenatives of the other Powers in that apparently
he had only one man, instead of a cabinet, to refer to, and that one
knew his own mind.

The Italian proposals were quite brief—the abolition of capital,
ships and submarines (it is noticeable that they linked the two
together) of aircraft carriers, heavy artillery, tanks, bombing aircraft,
and of chemical and bacteriological warfare, and the revision of the
laws of war for the protection of civilians.
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Russia.

The first representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
was Litvinoff. He always spoke English—he was married to an Irish
wife—he was very fluent and never at a loss for a word, but not very
-easy to understand. The poliey advocated by him was one of total
disarmament, absolute and complete. No one seriously believed that
the U. 8. S. R. delegation was sincere in its proposal. However,
Litvinoff insisted on having it put to the vote, but he received no
support whatever. In discussing Russia’s proposal for total disarma-
ment, Signor Madariaga, the leading Spanish delegate, told the General
Commission a little fable, the authorship of which he imputed to a
British politician. The animals, he said, came to the conclusion that
the world would be a happier place if they all gave up certain of their
offensive attributes.  So the lion agreed to sacrifice his teeth, the tiger
his claws, the eagle his beak and so on, and then they approached the
bear and told him about their proposals. The bear listened attentive-
lyandsaid,” This isa splendididea! You give up all those unpleasant
attributes of yours and then I will come and embrace vou all.”

Without abandoning their policy of total disarmament, the Russian
delegation stated that they were prepared to approach their goal by
stages, and that they would therefore support every partial measure
which they considered led in the direction of their objective. In general,
they espoused the cause of the ex-enemy Powers. In addition they
put before the Conference very comprehensive proposals for the reduc-
tion of existing armaments. These proposals received no support
worth speaking of, because they were based simply on arithmetical
-calculation, and in no way adhered to the principles of Article & of the
Covenant of the League of Nations.*

The Swmaller Ewropean States.

The policy of the smaller Buropean States may be described as
-one of moderate reduction of armaments. They would have liked the
abolition or restriction of all those types of armament which they
themselves were unable to afford. Most of them were in favour of
some form of conscription, even, for example, Switzerland, who
though she trains her conscripts for a minimum period, considers it is
the duty of every citizen to serve. France’s eastern ‘ allies” though

* Article 8 states that the maintenance of peace requires the reduction of na-
tional armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety and visualises
the geegraphical situation and circumnstances of each State being taken into account.
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prepared o support France up to a certain point, scemed to be distinctly
sensitive to the attitude of their Eastern neighbour, and were not
antagonistic to proposals which might limit her offensive power.

United States of America.

Although not a member of the League of Nations, and not to any
great extent directly concerned in the reduction of armaments, the
U.8.A. was undoubtedly anxious for some results from the Conference.
She was not sympathetic towards those Powers who maintained they
were unable to pay their debts and yet were able to spend large sums
of money in piling up their armaments, and, like several others, her
delegation was inclined to grow impatient at the lack of definite results
from all the discussion. Her attitude was one of approval towards
proposals for reduction of those types of armaments which she did no#
require herself, but she was opposed, except on her own terms, to sugges-
tions directed against armaments in which she was interested.

Japan.

Japan was throughout the discussions perhaps the most silent
ofthe Great Powers, though her delegation was quite the most numerous.
1t is only fair to say that a large number of her representatives were
«concerned primarily with the discussion on the Sino-Japanese conflict
rather than with disarmament. Japan, like some of her European
-colleagues, suffers from the proximity of two large neighbours in whose
vast man-power she sees a constant potential danger. Although she
has waged successful wars against both in recent vears, she has no
intention of allowing herself to drop to a position of inferiority if she can
possibly avoid it. In general, therefore. her delegation sat silent,
watched the attitude adopted by other Powers, and supported those

‘who conceded least.

China.

The policy of the Chinese representatives was one of coniplete
support of the defeated Powers. They wanted reduction of arma-
‘ments to the lowest possible limits, an attitude that was, in fact,adopt-
ed by most of the States having the greatest resources in man-power.
‘The minds of the members of the Chinese delegation were concentrated
mainly on what was happening in China and Manchuria, and though
they were comparatively silent at the various disarmament meetings,
they lost no opportunity of propaganding their case and their point



23 The Disarmameni Conference at Geneva, 1932,

of view in the Sino-Japanese dispute. The Chief Chinese delegate
was Dr. Yen, an extremely able man, who spoke invariably in English,.
and as good English as any one elsc at the Conference.

The latter weeks of the first phase of the Conference were occupied
by the Bureau in framing a survey of the various proposals put forward,
in co-ordinating these with the terms of the Draft Convention, and in
dividing up the work between the various commissions. This task
was very ably carried out by M. Benes, the rapporteur, and it was one
of great magnitude and no little difficulty, as delegations were constant-
ly getting new ideas and frequently felt they would like to associate
themselves with proposals made by some other delegation. The first
tasks of the Technical Commissions were based on four resolutions which
were passed by the General Commission towards the end of April.

These resolutions reaffirmed the desirability of the reduction
and limitation of armaments in accordance with the varying geographi-
cal and other requirements of the States concerned ; they adopted the
prineiple of qualitative disarmament, and expressed the opinion that
*“ the range of land, sea and air armaments should be examined by
the competent special commissions with a view to selecting those wea-~
pons whose character was most specifically offensive, or most effica~
cious against national defence, or most threatening to civilians.”

TaE SECOND PHASE—TECHNICAL COMMISSIONS.

These Commissions started work in April and met morning and
afternoon whenever accommodation could be found for them—-there:
was usuallv room for three Gommissions, at least, to work simultaneous-
Iy.

The Land Commission.

The Land Commission was presidsd over by M. Buero who was.
one of the delegation from Urugnay. He had evidently been in Geneva
some years and knew allabout the procedure. The onlyland armaments
to which objection has been raised, on the grounds that they were
particularly offensive and menacing to national defence or particularly
threatening to civilians, were heavy guns, tanks and armoured cars.
An attempt was made by the German delegation to include frontier
fortifications within this category, but although it was discussed nobody
really paid serious attention to it, as the claim was obviously only
directed against the modern French frontier fortifications. The dis-
cussion on guns went on for some days and views varied immensely.
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“The opinion of most delegations was that guns and howitzers of calibre
of over 6 inches could be classified as particularly menacing to national
.defence, because, in view of the strength of modern defence with machine
guns, & Power would scarcely be able to undertake an offensive with
anything less. For reasons entirely connected with the Versailles
Treaty, Germany and other . ex-enemy Powers tried to bring the level
down to 105 mm. (about 4'2 inches) and in this they were supported
by the Italians and U. 8. 8. R. France on the other hand only came
down to an 8 inches limit when she felt it was likely that she would
be left in a position of isolation, as even her Eastern allies were inclin-
-ed to consider that all guns over that calibre were particularly offen-
sive.

- Asregards range, the main discussions revolved round the problem
of the size of a modern battlefield, for it was felt that in the neighbour-
hood of the actual front line, where the majority of personnel and
organizations are mainly military, there could be no justification for
limiting a weapon because it might hit a civilian with a chance shot.
‘On the other hand behind this zone there existed ohviously an area
where military organizations would naturally be very few in number
.and scattered, and where the preponderance of personnel would be
civilians. The general opinion was that the range of guns should be
limited in such a way that protection should be afforded to civilians
living behind the battle zone.

Here again, while the majority of nations considered that a limit
.of 20 kilometres from the front line was ample, the ex-enemy powers
tried to reducs it to 15 kilometres. The French, on the other hand,
while preferring a vague wording, wished the zone increased to 50
kilometres on either side of the line, in order to include areas in which
reserve formations might be billeted, and from which they could be
brought up by motor transport.

The discussions on tanks and armoured cars disclosed wide
differences of opinion. There was some unanimity about armoured
cars, as, except for the group of States which consistently supported the
Germans and their late allies, the majority were of the opinion that
.armoured cars did not come within the category of armaments which
would be described as most efficacious against national defence or most
.dangerous to civilians.

The views on tanks are not so simple to describe. A large number
.of delegations expressed the opinion that tanks of every description
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should come within the definition laid down by the General Commiss-
jon. With the exception of France, all the remaining delegations who
expressed their opinions considered that heavy tanks, 7.e., those weigh-
ing over about 25 tons, should come under that definition. France’s
delegation expressed the view that armoured fighting vehicles of less
than 70 tons could not be described as offensive rather than defensive
in purpose, and that armoured vehicles should be considered as among
the weapons least menacing o civilian populations. This plea of
France’s seems on the face of it to be very far-fetched. but throughout
the discussions, when claiming that certain weapons were necessary for
defence, it was clear that counter-offence was what was in her mind.

A small number of other States supported the British view that-
medium tanks, defined as‘‘ between about 20 tons and about 10 tons”’
should not be regarded as objectionable, and a larger number wished.
to exclude light tanks (those below 10 tons in weight) from the ban.

The Naval Commission.

The Naval Commission at once found itself in difficulties in
attempting to definite different types of war vessels as the most
offensive, most efficacious against National Defence and most
threatening to civilians. It was obvious after the first few discussions
that there was no likelihood of unanimity being reached because
the outlook of the various Powers and the objects for which their
fleets were maintained, were so divergent. The report submitted by
the Commission was, therefore, no more than a record of the
views expressed by the different nations concerned.

The three types of war vessel around which discussion centred
were capital ships, aircraft carriers and submarines. The great Naval
Powers, with world-wide responsibilities or great lengths of coast-line
to protect, maintained that their battle fleets were the essential back-
bone of their country’s defence, and that they were not threatening to
civilians. Another group of Powers declared that they were only offen-
sive when possessed by a State adopting a policy of aggression, while-
a number of delegations, chiefly those of non-naval States, while ad-
mitting that capital ships could contribute efficaciously towards
National Defence, insisted that in virtue of their greater tonnage and
higher gun-calibre they were most unpleasant in all three respects.

The problem of aircraft carriers led to just as much variety of
opinion and confusion of thought. The great naval Powers (except
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Japan) considered that if bombing from the air were aholished, air-
craft carriers in themselves would have no offensive value atall. The
majority of Powers, however, considered that as at the present time
bombing aircraft could be carried on these vessels, and as the carriers.
formed mobile bases for the bombers, thev were specifically offensive,
efficacions against national defence and threatening to civilians.
This view was in fact supported by the Air Commission who, when
dealing with the same problem, came to the conclusion that the offensive
capacity of aircraft must be considered as being increased by the
mobility of the vessels which carry them,

The question of the submarine seemed to cause even more diver-
sity of opinion, and there were definitely two distinct problems connected
with it—first, the use of submarines against merchant vessels and there-
foreagainst civilians and, second, the purely legitimate use of submarines.
as ships of war, assuming that they conform to the laws of war as surface
vessels do. As to the first there was practically unanimity of opinion
that, on the understanding that they adhered to the rules laid down
in the Treaty of London, submarines could not be considered as
threatening to civilians. The British Empire delegations and the
U. 8. A. were of the opinion that they were offensive and efficacious
against national defence, while all the smaller naval Powers and in
this case France and Japan are included, were of the opinion that
submarines were indispensable for defence. Italy adhered to her
original theory and linked capital ships and submarines together. Her
contention was that if capital ships were retained submarines were

essential for defence; if, on the other hand, capital ships were
abolished, submarines would assume an offensive character.

The Air Commission.

The problem facing the Air Commission was even more confusing,
as each State naturally looked upon the offensive character of its own
air armaments from exactly the opposite point of view from its reigh-
bour. While the underlying principle that something must be done to
protect civil populations from the horrors of air bombardment had
heen accepted by all in the General Commission, opinions varied
greatly in the Technical Commission as to how this principle should
be put into practice.

Certain States wished to prohibit bombers, others to prohibit
the act of bombing (and naturally the construction of appliances and
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training of personnel); a third group to abolish naval and military
-aviation altogether. Against these proposals were advanced the argu-
ments that it was impossible to differentiate hetween bombers and other
types of aircraft, all were potential bombers; that no matter how
the wings of military aviation were clipped, there would still be the
problem of civil aviation to deal with. It was accepted by all that civil
aviation was bound to expand and that, unless steps were taken to
control them, civil aircraft could rapidly be converted into bombers.
So strongly was this opinion held by some of the leading air-powers, that
it came to be regarded almost as a sine qua non that some effective
form of control would be necessary as a corollary to whatever steps
might be taken to reduce and limit naval and military aircraft..

Other proposals were discussed, one of which was to limit the
-area in which bombing would be permissible to a battle-zone in the
same way that a limit was proposed in theland commission forlong-range
guns. In the case of guns, however, the limit would be imposed on gun
-construction, whereas for aircraft, the limit could only be imposed by
rule. Another proposal which received wide support was to limit the
size of military and naval aircraft, though this raised heated discus-
sions among the experts as to how that size should be measured.
Some delegations maintained that unladen weight was a sufficient
basis, while others insisted that other factors such as horse power were
essential. If this latter proposal, limitation of the size of military and
naval aircraft, that is a qualitative limitation, were accepted, it was
considered, on the assumption that a number of small aircraft could
do as much damage to civilians as one hig one, that a quantitative
limitation would be necessary as well.

The unfortunate rapporteur of this Commission had a most
diffieult task. Hisreport gives a mass of detail for which not he, but the
delegations who insisted on having their views recorded, are responsi-
ble. It is obvious from reading it that no solution can be expceted from
Commissions composed as this was, and it was no doubt due to this
fact that the third phase of the Conference was confined to an effort on
the part of the leading delegates of the most influential powers to find in
private conversations some broad hasis of agreement on a few points
at least,

Special Committee on Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons.

As this subject was common to warfare on land, on sea and in the
-air, and did not belong specifically to any one of them, a special
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Committee was formed to study the problem in connection with the
resolutions adopted by the General Commission. Unlike the other
Technical Commissions this Committee did come to definite and satis-
factory conclusions.  This may be due to the fact that these types of
warfare had for long been universally condemned, and that no State
had really anything to sacrifice—no organization to give up. The
report of this Committee dealt not only with the chemical and bacterio-
logical means of warfare but also with incendiary projectiles and it
condemned the lot. At the same time, it made it quite clear that
neither the normal gasses arising from combustion and detonation
of explosives, nor smoke were included in the definition of chemical
means of warfare,

Tae THRD PHASE—PRIVATE CONVERSATIONS.

This phase, as has been said above, consisted in an effort on the
part of the delegates of two or three of the States most interested in the
problem of disarmament to get together and draw up a resolution.
to which all States represented could subscribe. showing the degree of
agreement that had been reached after many weeks of apparently
fruitless discussion. The Powers concerned in the first instance were
the United Kingdom, the U. 8. A. and France and later on other
Great Powers were included. The discussions were all carried out in
private, and the results are contained in the somewhat nebulous resolu-
tion that was adopted almost unanimously at the end of July.

This period, however, was not so uneventful as it might appear,
as, on the 22nd June, Geneva was awakened from the lethargy which
had descended on it while the private conversations were continuing,
by the declaration by Mr. Gibson of the U. 8. A. delegation of what are
known as the Hoover proposals. This declaration was mainly a politi-
cal manceuvre made in connection with the forthcoming presidential
election. The announcement was made at Geneva at exactly the
same moment as Mr. Hoover was making the same statement in
America.

The Hoover proposals contained much that had already been in
the American programme. In certain points they were perhaps a
little more precise, in that, for instance, they definitely advocated the
abolution of all tanks, of all bombing planes and the prohibition of all
bombardment from the air. There was one quite new point dealing
with effectives. Land effectives were to be divided into two parts—a
¢ police component *~ and a ° defence component.” The police com-
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ponent was to be calculated on a basis of population, the percentage
allowed being that permitted to the defeated powers in the various
peace treaties. All troops over and above the police component were
to be considered as the defence component, /.e., the strength required
for defence against foreign attack. After analvsis of the forces of all
States on this basis, Mr. Hoover proposed there should be a reduction
of one-third in the strength of the defence components of all Powers
possessing them. The effect of thisif agreed to would be a considerable
reduction in the strength of the armies of countries such as Russia,
Italy and France, and some of the smaller Bastern European nations,
but negligible in the case of members of the British Commonwealth
of Nations, the U. 8. A. and, of course, in the case of the ex-enemy
Powers. The proposal, while received with caution at first, has now
received the blessing in principle of several States.

What, it may well be asked, has been achieved as the result of all
these months of discussion, of all this expenditure of time, and at no
little financial cost ¢ Very little so far, it must be admitted. Pro-
gress has been terribly slow, but it should be remembered that a Con-
ference such as this is very sensitive to political and other influences
from all over the world. Delays were caused by a French cabinet
crisis, by general elections both in France and Germany, more than once
by the Sino-Japanese conflict, by the financial discussions at Lausanne,
and finally the Conference adjourned for months because it was felt
that it would be useless to continue until after the American presidential
election.  Oue fact emerges, and that is that all States have now been
compelled to put their cards on the table—some of them perhaps did
not know a year ago what their policy was with regard to disarmament.
Now most of them have heen compelled to state it.

And what hope is there for the future ?  The world is demanding
recduetion of armaments for financial, if for no more altruistic motives.
The Washington and London naval treaties have shown that, given
goodwill, competition in armaments can be controlled. There may
well be further reductions in the tonnage of warships which will apply
to other Powers than those who are parties to the present treaties. It
should be possible to reach agreement for some qualitative reduction
in land armaments and the Hoover proposals may form the basis for
quantitative reduction of the effectives of those powers who maintain
the largest standing armies. The feeling in Europe against air bombard-
ment is intense, and there is no doubt that many States, particularly
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those who are surrounded by potential enemies, will leave no stone
unturned till some degree of reduction and limitation of air forces
is agreed to, and this will necessitate some measure of control of civil
aviation. Theseresultsmay not be much, but they should afford some
financial relief, and might well render less likely, or postpene the
likelihood of, another European conflagration. Whatever is achieved
can only come gradually, and this is clear to many of the keenest
disarmament enthusiasts. Only a few months ago when the lack of
definite results was making both press and public impatient, Lord
Cecil pointed out in an article in a Swiss periodical, that progress must
be gradual, and that no one must believe that even complete Disarma-
ment would mean the abolition of War. Human nature would still
be the same, and men would still fight with sticks and stones. All

that could he expected would be that the probability of War would be
rendered more remote.



BRIDGE AND BATTLES.

By Lr.-Cor. 8. R. Wasox, M.C., R.A.

1 suppose there is no doubt that there has never been a card game
half so popular or so widely played as bridge in its various forms.
Warisa  game ~ happily not now by any means as widely played as
it once was but certainly more widely studied in its theoretical
aspects. Apart from the enormous numbers of officers of different
armies, who have to do so willy-nilly, there is an unaccountably
large number of civilians who get a kind of spurious interest out of it.

Napoleon said that chess-playing was good training for the art
of war, though one of his contemporary biographers, DeBourrienne
I think, said he played it very badly which seems to shake the theory.
Chess, however, is not 4 game of chance and, after all there is a lot of
luck in both the games we are talking about. Sometimes a false card
may divert an opponent from the object really within his grasp ; in
a similar way the Turk counterattack on the night of 16th/17th April
1916, which was their very last bolt, effectually prevented any further
attempts to relieve Kut. But to return to Napoleon ; he also liked
whist though ** he preferred vingi-et-un because more people could
join in the game.” It is said he used to cheat at the game which
perhaps only shows he knew what company he kept ; anyhow we are
not told that the others did not do so too. Talleyrand was a great
whist addict, in fact he said of someone who did not play, * What a
dreary old age he is preparing for himself!”

There are many apposite analogies to be made between the
phases, ruses, decisions and humanities of the bridge player and of
the soldier. Hach can learn much from the other. We all know the
fussy card player and some of us have heard of the fussy commander
who, having made plans, issued orders and so on, still would not leave
things alone. We had, however, one vervy senior commander who in
similar circumstances used to say ** now we must leave it to Thomas
Atkins " : and that ended it. The Generalissimo of another nation
may perhaps have carried this too far, but it gave his people the con-
fidence they needed. Anyhow there is no doubt which temperament
makes the better card player.
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So many comparisons can be drawn that it is hard to know where
to begin, and it is probably better not to begin at all. After all
** Bridge ” means so many different things to different people ; from
the after-dinner family game as a fine preparation for a good night’s
sleep to bridge as a life’s business, either as a means of making money
out of one’s friends, or by writing books or newspaper articles, or even
as an aspirant to international honours. Then it can be played under
many different rules—is not war the same ?—from the friendly game
as played with elderly relatives, who perhaps have good shooting, where
it is positively a disgraceful act to call a card or even draw attention
to a revoke, to that brand of game indicated by the player who, on
sitting down to the table asked, ** Now, boys, is it cricket or all we
know ? 7 In the pre-auction game the redouble of a no-trumper was
always the affair of the evening. Todo so it was supposed to be
necessary to have all suits guarded—the doubler as a rule having one
good suit and perhaps cards of re-entry. But there were once some
Jews playing together ; one redoubled on a fine hand but with a
singleton king in one suit ; whereupon his opponent led out the ace of
his long suit, looking over his spectacles and saying, ““ And, Ikey, if
my eyethight doethn’t detheive me, you have the king thingle !”

To many the most interesting feature of the battles of the past
is the personality of the actors. The *“ transcendent ability > of
Marlborough and the * inevitability of Ceesar’s ablative absolutes.”
So in cards is the personal factor the dominant feature of the game at
its best ; incidentally its study is the most remunerative. How often
have our pockets suffered from the elusive witcheraft of the so-called
“ psychic * player, who continually gets away with declarations
that either rob the adversary of their due spoils, or snatch seemingly
impossible victory. There can he few better cases than that of Lord
Peterborough in Spain in 1704-1705. Having done the Spanish out
of Barcelona he used his guile on Las Torres into withdrawing his force
which was in a superiority of over five to one. He then caused the
garrison of Nules to surrender to a very inferior force and captured large
quantities of stores he badly needed. Next he played the same game
on Las Arcos, who, having a superiority of at least three to one, retired
and abandoned Valencia. At no time had Peterborough a well-equip-
ped army and he was always ingreatly inferior numbers. But psychic
play is not really witcheraft. It is the result of knowledge based on
study and of sub-conscious caleulation, It has relations to time and
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space problems and is never (in really good players) purely a matter
of chance. We mostly read some military history : how few of us
read books on Bridge!

The basis of correct declarations and correct play of the cards is
a series of normal systems akin to the tactical and administrative
practice and training of an army. Just asthere has been a great all-
round advancein the training of armies so there has been a great all-
round advance in the technique of card playing. There can be no
better illustration of this than the fate of the famous Whitfield
“«gix-carder.” This is a double dummy problem which bears repro-
duction. Spades are Trumps.

S. Kn. 9.

H. Kn. 4.

D.—

5. Ace. 4.
S— S.—
H. Qn. 9. H. 10-5-3.
D. Qn. 6. D. Kn. 7.
C. 103, C. 3.

S§.—

H. dce. Kg. 6.

D. 1009,

C. 6.

South to play and make ali six tricks. The following is, I believe,
its history. It was produced over forty years ago as a whist problem,
published in a well-read journal in  Amerieca, and no solutions were
received. In the beginning of the bridge boom, say about 1898, it was
reprinted and a few correct solutions were forthcoming. It was pub-
lished again some years later and so many correct answers ;«ere
received that the envelopes were never opened.

These tactical and administrative layouts are hased on a theory
of which the principles of war (how many of us have struggled to ré-
member some crammer’s aide-memoire) are the foundation. They
have their counterpart in bridge to which every one of these sag;z
rules is applicable. How often are they hroken! The principle of
maintenance of the objective (late-lamented in that its demise destroyed
the aide-memoires), how often broken by the greedy who hanker ai‘ter
large scores above the line, or the timid, who play safe—like Sir
Harry Burrard and Sir Hew Dalrymple in turn after Vimeiro,
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This matter of a theory is an interesting thing ; isit not at the back
of everything however faintly realised ? Some laugh. One young
man is supposed to have laughed at Carlyle, who answered that there
were others who once thought that practice was enough and that an
ounce of practice was worth a ton of theory, and they too laughed ;
¢t and there arose a man who wrote a hook called ** The Social Con-
tract,” and the skins of the scoffers went to bind the second edi-
tion.”” For there was a rumour that the revolutionaries, short of
leather, tanned the skins of the victims of the guillotine. This was the
precursor of the story of the *“ Kadaverfervertungsanstalt.” Tt is
an expensive business both in cards and in war to have to learn entirely
by one’s mistakes like the hero of ““ Duffer’s Drift.” In war few com-
manders—Frederick the Great was an exception—have made a
success of it. Butthe bridge-plaver who losesrepeatedly is often slow
to realisethat he is ““ practising his mistakes.” Luckily he is losing
his own money and not his country’s men.

Every principle of war as has been said before is a principle of
bridge. Take the principle of security ; what better example than
the honesty we all demand of our partners’ initial calls ? Take the
principle of offensive action, well illustrated in the simplest bridge
attack—take out trumps and make a suit good before the other side can
do 0 ; draw his reserves and then overwhelm him. The combination
of offensive action with a degree of security is the rationale of the
initial call in bridge as plaved to-day. A simple plan is probably as
important in bridge as on the field of battle ; always providing that
in the game as in the fight the player has the wit to piece together and
turn to account any scraps of information that come his way.

How often have the disagreements of allies, veiled or otherwise,
ruined a campaign! The advance on Sebastopol was undertaken
because our relations with the French, though not by any means bad,
would not have stood the truth being told—that neither army was fit
to undertake any operation at all. Not less often has the selfishness
and shortsightedness of partners hurled games and rubbers into the
abyss. Again the mutual trust of allies—Foch and Haig in 1918—
has brought comparatively no greater gainsin their way than come
to two practised players versed in the indications and inferences of call
and play, who seem to be able to read through the backs of each other’s
cards. Even Marlborough could not win with the Dutch deputies as
partners, but with Eugene he rarely lost a game. A feeling of mutual
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confidence is the first necessity for successful play; we have all
struggled only too often with the erratic caller who blows hot one
moment and cold the next.

Bridge in messes is quite a valuable game as long as points are
low enough not to matter seriously, and as long as there is no feeling
of obligation on anvone to make up games when he may not wish
to do so. I do think. however, that everyone wishing to play should
be encouraged to cut in as in a club ; it is a rule of the game. Guest
night bridge is sometimes an extra good game.

Bridge has well-known gambits just like warfare; well-known
but oft successful none the less. Ole Luk Oie’s third degree is a shaft
in the quiver of every experienced player. There was once a habit
of calling two no-trumps on a three suit hand as a sort of semi-pre-
emptive call. It was always a bad declaration.  The only time two
no-trumps is now supposed to be called in respectable auction bridge
is on a strong hand with all four suits guarded. Now the opponent
on your right with a good suit may want it led in no-trumps. I have
seen this gambit well played in fairly good class bridge, 7.e., first call
two no-trumps on a three suit hand and cause the opposition to think
thisis your habit. Next time callit on a four suit hand and the
opponent on vour right calls three of his long suit and walks into
a nice remunerative double.

Envelopment, counterattack, the vallev-penetration, the masked
position, the feigned withdrawal (diverse examples are Senlac and
Tannenberg) have their standard counterparts in the play of the tenace.
Is theory dead ? Quitea large number of sos-disant bridge-players do
not know the meaning of this term-—the forced discard, the Batlh
coup, the Deschapelles coup, the Vienna coup, the Grand coup.

The current practice of employment of all arms in co-operation
combined with the normal systems of supply and administration
are the groundwork of an army's normal employment. But that never
stops the efficient commander from using whatever he hasat his hand
in an »mergency—our dismounted cavalry saved situation after situa-
tion in the autumn of 1914—or improvising systems of supply and
transport when the need arises. The play of the hand at bridge rests on
a network of normal systems of bids, raises. overbids and doubles,
and legitimate finesses and legitimate expectations of division of the
cards. Bub that never prevents an experienced player giving a possi-
ble but unlikely division or placing of the cards a try when under those
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circumstances, and those circumstances only, can the game be won or
saved. On the other hand if the game can be won by playing safe,
only the beginner risks solid gains for problematical tricks or slams.
The effective player—and I suppose it will be agreed that generally
speaking the better anyone plays a game the more pleasure he gets out;
of it—must have all powers at his comrmand, bold vet reasoned declara-
tion, an instinctive knowledge of the possibilities of every hand in
play, and a ready command of all the ruses, such as false-carding, mis-
leading discards, unblocking suits, placing the lead in one or other of
the opponents hands to induce them to commit a blunder or to force a
favourable lead (vide the Scots at Dunbar); even the bold lead of a
weak suit to induce the opponents tu shun it. Behind these he must
have a powerful grasp of the potentialities and weaknesses of the posi-
tion. Even so did Hannibal in his great battles at the Trasimene,
the Trebbia, the Ticino and Cannae prevail against usually stronger
opponents by making use of his knowledge of the Roman commanders’
weaknesses, of ruses, ambushes and well-timed combination of all the
forces at his disposal.

Bridge demands in a high degree the faculty of plan-making on
rather scanty information. The declarations of auction and even more
so of contract are very like the opening moves of a campaign some-
times pursued by two partners with rather divergent views, a situation
not unknown among allies or even the commanders of different parts
of the same army (Soult and Ney in 1309). Many have crossed the
Rubicon in haste, to regret it later.

Bridge again gives several good examples an evening of the neces-
sity for change of plan. Recall Wellington’s remark about the French
marshals in Spain. ““ They made their plans like a beautiful new set
of harness but what happens if anything breaks ? I make mine of rope ;
if anything breaks I tie a knot and go on. ~ One must be ready too to
relapse into a timely defensive when attack has failed and for the
still more difficult military operation of grasping the opportunity of
changing defence into attack. What coups the Masters of the past
have brought off by bold conception—nide Tel-el-Kebir and the Peiwar
Kotal. In the same way many are the fat scores above the line and
at the end of rubber which we have all seen grasped or thrown away
by appreciation,—or the lack of it—of the changes and chances of

this very varied game.
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It presents striking illustrations of the value of the initiative.
Two strictly average hands played boldly together on the declaration
they have made, will almost always make one trick, often two and
sometimes three ; here is the campaign of Jena over again. The ad-
vantage conferred hy interior lines is also very similar to that of the
declarer and his dammy. After the late war no one need be at a loss
for instances of the help a central position gives.

Bridge has its Pyrrhic victories and its Fabian tactics ; one may
have to *‘ flag-fly ** and so pay too much for success and one may
have to sit tight for most of an evening. It has its guerilla tactics.
It has its ** offensive,” or as we should perhaps now say, its active
defence. Like Jackson's dashes up and down the valleys of Virginia
and Napoleon's movements on the Marne in 1814, the weaker hands
can often keep the stronger at bay, and, oftener than in war, can pre-
vailintheend. Butthereis the final point that, in contract especially,
in order to win games high declarations must be risked. Germany
made two such in the late war,in August 1914 and in the spring of 1918 ;
she failed narrowly to make her contract in each case and lost the
rubber in consequence.

It would be possible to go on drawing similes for pages until all
the familiar tags of military history—and with them everyone’s patience
—were exhausted. So as laid down for ** military writing ** a conclu-
sion must be stated.

On the whole I think one may say that bridge is a useful game.
One learns to know one’s friends rather well at this game. It has more
pleasures than admitted by the cynic who said it was ** a good way of
enjoying one’s friends society without having to listen to their boring
conversation.” It can do a little towards quickening the wits—so
long as it does not become an obsession. The bridge-player is useful
in the mess unless he begins to look on the game as a means of reducing
his mess bill.  One has even seen the bridge table become quite a useful
school of repartee though that is hardly its avowed purpose. But on
the whole I'm afraid one could not recommend it as a preparation for
the Staff College examination, nor do I see “ A Mother of Ten
recommending it as a way to get on in the army. Perhaps it is too '
fascinating a game,
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THE WORLD SITUATION TO-DAY.

By Capramv A. G. Friier. M.P.
The Essence of the Matter.

It has been said that war is the supreme enemy of mankind. This
may not bea very popular statement to present to readers of a Service
Journal, but we may rest assured that the implications do not single
out the soldier as an evil, or even an enemy to progress. Neither is he
to be regarded as the sole representative of a barbarism which is as
much in evidence to-day as it has been throughout recorded history.
For he occupies a position not one whit inferior to his civilian brother,
and the top hat and tail coat is as much a cover for barbarism, as was
the less comely, but equally effective and infinitely more practical,
skin covering of our earliest ancestors.

War is both the finale of reasoned national policy, and the pre-
cursor of untold misery and distress to those who partake of it, and
to many others besides. The pursuit of such a policy is a certain
indication of intellectual anemia, and the World appears to be suffering
from a severe attack of this malady to-day.

Consider the following :

1. There are in the World to-day at least 20,000,000 unemployed,
chiefly, be it noted, in the great industrial countries, and especially
among those who were more directly concerned in the Great War.

9. The means of exchange, so essential to economic progress,
and vital to existence, are chaotic. A gold standard persists here ;
sterling prevails there ; barter elsewhere, and all this is reflected in the
decline of trade throughout the world. This decline is so severe that
50 per cent. is a conservative estimate. Tariffs, import restrictions,
quotas, exchange restrictions, and many other devices to frustrate the
free interchange of goods exist in every country of importance to-day.

3. With Ireland we are actively pursuing an economic Wwar,
which can but end in irremediable damage to us and ruin to the Free
State. The principle of “ give and take " is imperfectly understood,
and but little practised.

4. India presents the most complex and vital problem which
we have probably ever been called upon to solve in the course of
Imperial development.

5. Germany, once a great, and still an essential, unit in Huropean
economy, is passing through an agony which we cannot fully appre-
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ciate, since we have been happily spared from anything like it. Slowly
she is groping her way through a sea of disorder to stability, and
whether she will be successful no one can foretell. For the moment
Herr Hitler, the naturalized Austrian, has received a rebuff, but the
political pendulum may swing again in his favour, and he will then be
obliged to accept power and shoulder the responsibility which itbrings.
If this occurs the stability of Europe may be again assailed. The
right to re-arm ; the repudiation of further reparations payments;
the return of colonies, are German demands which cannot fail to have
the most violent reactions, especially in France. And in the midst of
all this turmoil no one disarms because of fear for the future. Vast
sums must be spent on preparation for war because man has not yet
learnt how to prepare for peace, and harbarism practised elsewhere
must be prepared against by us.

6. The situation in China is overshadowed by events in Manchu-
ria, and Japan is not in the least bit likely to accept dictation from
the League of Nations.

In the midst of all this the Russian Colossus plods on, knee-deep
in the blood and sweat of the people, in search of the millennium,
which she has yet to learn cannot be founded on force ; but she, at
any rate, is probably the only nation who knows what she wants, and
is using all the means in her power to get it.

But the greatest tragedy of all in this welter of confusion, is the
seeming helplessness of man to get himself out of his difficulties.
The world is rich, richer indeed than it has ever been, yet misery and
the poverty are widespread.

Most of our evils to-day are attributed to the Great War, espe-
cially by those who like to economise in thought, but this is by no
means entirely the case, for the trouble began when we began to be
prosperous. Examine the matter a little.

The Part of T'rade.

The following figures of British trade speak for themselves, and
they speak with a sufficient emphasis to show that it has had a declin-
ing tendency for some years :—

Imports. Ezports
1924 .. £813,483,000 £663,173,000 Produce and Manu-
1931 .. 985,323,000 435,132,000  factures,
1924 .. £217,095,000 £513,498,000 Manufactured Goods,

1931 .. 288,093,000 326,305,000
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They further mean that comparing 1931 with 1924,
(2)
(#7) Tmports of manufactures rose hy 32 per cent.
(277) Total British exports fell by 34 per cent.
(7v) Exports of British manufactures fell by 36 per cent.
A further emphasis on the decline of our trade can be seen from the

Total retained imports rose by 17 per cent.

following :—
1913 .. Our visible exports paid for 82 per cent. of our
imports.
1929 .. Our visible exports paid for 71 per cent. of our
imports.
1931 .. Our visible exports paid only for 52 per cent. of our
imports.

Our position in 1931 was that we purchased £70 millions more of
manufactures than in 1924 ; we purchased £12 millions less in raw
material ; and we exported £187 millions less in manufactured goods.
Since the £ sterling is no longer on the gold standard, the maintenance
of its value and purchasing power depends upon trade and general
confidence.

The industrial revolution, the result largely of the inventive
genius of our people, and their careful and skilful adaptation of their
inventions to industry, gave us an enormous start in international
trade, and with no potential competitors at the start. As a result,
we were able to pave the way for further development. Under a
fiscal policy of Free Trade our progress was enormous, so much so that
we were able to invest vast sums abroad in productive enterprises
which have been instrumental in developing our own Dominions and
Colonies, and not least, India. All this was possible with a favourable
balance of trade. Came the day, however, when other countries
began to realise the source of our wealth and influence, and. under a
tariff system, have developed their own industries, without fear of
interference from us. This we have allowed to continue, even to the
exploitation of our own home market. Not only has our trade
languished as a result, but our funds for investment have dwindled so
far that last year there were none available for this purpose. From
the world point of view this would not have been such a serious matter
if other countries, nursing the proceeds of their favourable balances
of trade, had invested them in the same world-wide fashion as we have
done, but they have not done so, and development has been retarded.
This is, without doubt, a vital factor in the present world situation.
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National Expenditure.

Our eclipse in the world of trade does not seem, however, to have
disturbed us verv much, for our national expenditure produces a
picture which should appeal to the most apathetic. The average man
may feel a sense of pride in the wealth of his country when he con-
templates a budget of some £300 millions, but his approbation tends to
diminish when he realises that for three months of the year, if he is
nowadays unfortunate enough to be a taxpayer, he works for the
State, for that is what the State’s share has come to be. The following
figures show the situation at a glance, and, if considered in conjunction
with the trade figures just given, indicate, if they indicate anything
at all, that there is something wrong with a mentality which increases
its expenditure the while its income is rapidly diminishing. That
this has now been realised is true, but the realization has come none too
soon.

1930-31 Estimated
Revenue. .. £766,000,000 Expenditure .. £723,341,000
193132 Do. .. £766,000,000 " .. 803,366,000

Actual revenue declined by £9,895,000, but actual expenditure
over estimated increased by no less than £71 millions. The differences
were met by additional taxation. The seriousness of the process was
acknowledged by Mr. (now Lord) Snowden, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer in the first National Government when he said :

** We are far away the most heavily taxed country in the world.

It is true the resources of the country are great ; but they cannot
continue to be mortgaged for current expenditure.”

A further comparison can be made from the following :—

1906 11931
National Expenditure - £123,000,000  "£804,000,000
Income-Tax .. 1i-ing 5/- in £ with
additional surtax
up to 5/6.
Social services .. £18,000,000 £237,000,000
Unemplovment benefit . Nil £132,000,000
Proportion of national income for
taxation and local taxation .. One thirteenth. One quarter,

In 1914 the total amount raised in rates was Just over £71 millions ;
in 1930, £155 millions; while in 1927-28 the expenditure of local autho-
rities amounted to over £400 million, and the outstanding loan debts
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were no less than £1,121,259,000. Space does not permit of further
examples. The cause of the decline in our trade has heen suggested.
The internal burden of Great Britain has been briefly sketched, and it
now remains to deal with two outstanding problems which have added
much to our afflictions—the monetary situation and. war debts and
reparations.

The Monetary Situation.
Previous to the financial crisis in Britain last Autumn the inter-

change of commerce throughout the world was carried on in the main
on the gold standard as the basis of exchange.

There are three types of this standard.

1. The Full Gold Standard, which provides not only for the gold
backing of the paper currency at par, but also for the settle-
ment of international obligations in that metal, where no
obstacles are placed on its purchase at a fixed price. This
was probably existent only in pre-war Britain and U. 8. A.

3. The Gold Bullion Standard.—This was our system until last
vear. Gold is the measure of value but not the medium of
exchange, but it had a free market at a fixed price at the
Bank of England.

24

3. The Gold Exchange Standard—Adopted by countries not
strong financially, and who bought gold by the sale of
credits. The Free City of Danzig is a well-known example
of this kind.

The events which led up to our abandonmentof the gold standard
are sufficiently well-known. Our action was quickly followed by
others, and those who follow sterling to-day balance fairly well those
who cling to gold.

By our action then we placed our ability to pay our way, not for
the first time, on a confidence basis. Exports must pay for imports.
This has led to a depreciation in our exchange, in terms of gold, as can
be seen from the daily quotations, but, while it is true that our pur-
chases abroad from gold standard countries cost us some 25 per cent.
more, a considerable advantage is afforded to our export trade. But
no country can trade for long with an exchange suffering with St.
Vitus's dance, and, in order to prevent wide fluctuations, the Govern-
ment this April formed an Exchange Equalization Account of
£150,000,000 by means of which it is hoped to give a certain stability
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to sterling by systematic purchases from the fund. So far the scheme
has worked well, but many risks are involved, and what the world
needs most to-day is a new and stable money economy. Depreciated
currencies and exchange restrictions which are to-day worldwide,
are the most fruitful source of a diminishing world trade, and a World
Economic Conference to deal with these matters is to assemble at the
end of the year. This is another of those vital reconstruction con-
ferences which must succeed, for unless it does trade must collapse.

War Debis and Reparations.

The extent of the war debts and reparations are given in the
Appendix and are reproduced from the Economist. Their magnitude
needs no emphasis. On the conclusion of the war Great Britain, in the
Balfour note. suggested a complete cancellation of these debts, a pro-
posal which the U. 8. A. would not entertain. In view of this refusal
we were obliged to lay down the principle on which we would accept
payment. This was to the effect that we could not consider our
liabilities to the U. 8. A. us isolated transactions. This attitude was
expressed in the following words :—

*“ The poliey favoured by His Majesty’s Government is, as I have
already observed, that of surrendering their share of
German reparations and writing off, through one great
transaction the whole body of inter-allied indebtedness.
But, if this is found impossible of accomplishment, we
wish it to be understood that we do not in any way desire
to make a profit out of any less satisfactory arrangement.
In no circumstances do we propose to ask more from our
debtors than Is necessary to pay our creditors. And, while
we do not ask for more, all will admit that we can hardly
be content with less.™

Following on the refusal of the U. 8. A. to cancellation came
their proposal for the funding of the debt. The principal of
£850,000,000 at 5 per cent. per annum had by this time reached the
total of £957.000,000 and Congress proposal was that this should be
repaid in 25 yvears bearing interest at 41 per cent. per annum. The
Baldwin negotiation affected considerable reduction in these demands,
and the settlement made arranged for the repayment in 62 years, the
inter?st for the first ten to be at the rate of 3 per cent., and for the
remainder a? 3% per cent. or, in round figures, £33,000,000 for 10
years, and £38,000,000 for 52 years. That we were less fortunate in
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our settlement than were France or Italy can be seen from a glance
at the Appendix. For whereas our interest rates were fixed at some-
thing over 3 per cent. for the whole period, that of France was com-
puted at 1-6 per cent., and of Italy at an even less figure of 04 per cent.
It is a curious commentary on the position of France that she obtained
a * write off 7 of three-quarters of her debt on the score of penury,
and now emerges as the second richest country in the world, with
enough gold in her vaults to pay off her debt in one transaction.

The result of the various settlements was that we obtained
£17,700,000 per annum from our debtors, and in addition £16,300,000
from Germany by way of reparations. Since our yearly payments
to U. 8. A. amounted to £32,000,000 per annum this gave us a slight
balance, which would be the case until 1962, when receipts and pay-
ments were to balance. So far then, we have balanced our debts
payments by our debts receipts, but it should be remembered that on
account of the delay which occurred hefore France and Italy funded
their debts to us, our payments to U. S. A. had exceeded our receipts
by no less a sum than £133,000,000, excluding interest charges, which
account for another £64,000,000, allowance for this is made in the
series of receipts over payment noted above. But in this case of
debts, while man has proposed the growing state of chaos in the world
has disposed. Our departure from the gold standard last year, and
all that it implies to ourselves and others who have followed our
example ; the chaotic condition of central Europe, and impending
financial disasters in Germany, made the suspension of payments
imperative, and led to the Hoover moratorium which ran, in the first
instance, until June of 1932 and was later extended to December.
One example of the depreciated external value of the £ sterling is here
demonstrated. Under the funding agreement with America our
yearly gold payments amounted to £33,000,000. To pay the equi-
valent with sterling at existing exchange rates to-day would require
£48,000,000.

Russia might be mentioned here. Her original debt to us
amounted to £423,000,000 which, with accrued interest to date totals
£1,013,279,000, sufficient it will be observed, to liquidate our entire
debt liability with some to spare. But John Bull gains little satis-
faction from a contemplation of this fact. Will international debts
ever be paid ? This is a question which needs to be answered this
year. On the existing agreements the answer must be an emphatic
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