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NOTE.

The present report summarises the work of the Council, of the Conferences and
Committees of the League of Nations and of the Secretariat from the date of the meeting of
the fifth Assembly until the thirty-fourth session of the Council (June 1925).

A supplementary report, which will be distributed on the opening day of the sixth Assem-
bly, will summarise the work of the thirty-fourth session of the Council, of the Conference for
the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms, Ammunition and in Implements of War
now in session at Geneva, as well as the work of Committees which will meet between June 1st
and September 1st, 1925, more especially, the Financial Committee, the Permanent Mandates
Commission, the Slavery Committee, the Advisory Committee on the Traffic in Opium and
other Dangerous Drugs, and the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation.

In conformity with the procedure adopted for the last two years, a special chapter of the
supplementary report will give the situation to date in regard to the progress of international
conventions and engagements as indicated by instruments deposited with the Secretariat
of the League or by treaties which particularly concern the organisations of the League.

In accordance with the recommendation of the fifth Assembly, a report prepared by the
Registrar of the Permanent Court of International Justice on the work of the Court, and a
report by the Director of the International Labour Office on that of the International Labour
Organisation, will be distributed at the same time as the supplementary report.

Geneva, June 6th, 1925.
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1.

LEGAL QUESTIONS.

I. PROGRESSIVE CODIFICATION OF INTERNATIONAL LAW.

On the proposal of the Swedish delegation, the fifth Assembly on September 22nd, 1924,
adopted the following resolution:

"The Assembly . . .

' Requests the Council :
" To convene a Committee of Experts, not merely possessing individually the

required qualifications but also as a body representing the main forms of civilisation
and the principal legal systems of the world. This Committee, after eventually
consulting the most authoritative organisations which have devoted themselves
to the study of international law, and without trespassing in any way upon the official
initiative which may have been taken by particular States, shall have the duty:

" (1) To prepare a provisional list of the subjects of international law,
the regulation of which by international agreement would seem to be most desir-
able and realisable at the present moment;

(2) After communication of the list by the Secretariat to the Govern-
ments of States, whether members of the League or not, for their opinion, to
examine the replies received ; and

" (3) To report to the Council on the questions which are sufficiently ripe
and on the procedure which might be followed with a view to preparing eventually
for conferences for their solution."

Further, in a resolution dated September 30th, 1924, the Assembly included this Committee
of Experts among the organisations to be consulted by the Council, with a view to the conclusion
of all agreements necessary to ensure the establishment, continuity and proper working of
the International Institute for the Unification of Private Law which the Italian Government
had offered to found.

The Council, on December 12th, 1924, at its Rome session, accordingly decided on the
composition of the Committee of Experts for the Progressive Codification of International
Law. The Committee consists of the following members:

M. HAMMARSKJ6LD, Governor of Upsala (Sweden) (Chairman);

Professor DIENA, Professor of International Law at the University of Pavia (Italy)
(Vice-Chairman);

M. C. BOTELLA, sometime Professor of Law at the University of Madrid, Legal Coun-
sellor to the Spanish Embassy at Paris, President of the Mixed Franco-German
Tribunal (Spain);

Professor BRIERLY, Professor of International Law at the University of Oxford
(England);

M. FROMAGEOT, Legal Adviser to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the French Re-
public (France);

His Excellency Dr. J. GUSTAVO GUERRERO, Minister of Salvador in Paris (Salvador).

Dr. B. C. J. LODER, former Member of the Supreme Court of the Netherlands, Judge,
and former President, of the Permanent Court of International Justice (Nether-
lands);

Dr. BARBOZA DE MAGALHAES, Professor of Law at the University of Lisbon, Barrister,
former Minister for Foreign Affairs, Justice and Education (Portugal);

His Excellency Dr. Adalbert MASTNY, Czechoslovak Minister in London, President
of the Czechoslovak Branch of the International Law Association (Czechoslovakia);

His Excellency M. M. MATSUDA, Doctor of Law, Minister Plenipotentiary (Japan);

Dr. Szymon RUNDSTEIN, Barrister at the Warsaw Court of Appeal, former Legal
Adviser to the Polish Ministry for Foreign Affairs (Poland);

Professor Walther SCHUCKING, Professor at the Commercial Sciences College, Berlin
(Germany);

Dr. Jose Leon SUAREZ, Dean of the Faculty of Political Sciences of the University
of Buenos Ayres, (Argentine);
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Professor Charles de VISSCHER, Professor of Law at the University of Ghent, Legal
Adviser to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Belgium);

Dr. WANG-CHUNG-HUT, Deputy Judge of the Permanent Court of International
Justice (China);

Mr. George W. WICKERSHAM, former Attorney-General of the United States, Member
of the Committee of International Law of the American Bar Association, and
President of the American Law Institute (United States of America).

The Council's resolution of December 12th, 1924, provided for the appointment of a jurist
with expert knowledge of Moslem law on the Committee of Experts for the Progressive Codi-
fication of International Law. The Acting President of the Council designated Sir Abdur Rahir
as member of the Committee, but the latter was unfortunately unable to accept the invitation
and no definite nomination could accordingly be made before the first session of the Committee.
In May 1925, the Acting President of the Council appointed Sir Muhamed Rafique, who has
accepted the invitation.

The Committee met for the first time at Geneva from April 1st to 8th, 1925. In conformity
with the terms of reference laid down under the Assembly's resolution, the jurists composing
the Committee endeavoured to ascertain the subjects of international law the regulation of
which by international agreements would seem to be most desirable and realisable. The subjects
thus selected were then distributed for preliminary examination among a number of small
Sub-Committees consisting of certain members of the Committee. These members will submit
their reports to the Committee at its next session, which will be held at the end of the year
or early next year. In indicating these subjects, the Committee had no intention of finally
determining the subjects which might be communicated to the Governments for the purpose
of obtaining their views on them. Its sole object for the moment was to make a first preli-
minary examination of the ground which would have to be explored with a view to the framing
of detailed proposals to be elaborated at a later date. Only after this work has been done
will the Committee be able to submit to the Council a report on the questions which are suf-
ficiently ripe and on the procedure which might be followed with a view, when the time comes,
to preparing for conferences for their solution.

The special points which will be examined by the Sub-Committees relate to the
following subjects:

PUBLIC INTERNATIONAL LAW.

(a) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to enquire:
(1) Whether there are problems arising out of the conflicts of laws regarding

nationality, the solution of which by way of conventions could be envisaged without
encountering political obstacles;

(2) If so, what these problems are and what solution should be given to them.
(b) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to examine whether there are problems

connected with the law of the territorial sea, considered in its various aspects, which might
find their solution by way of conventions and, if so, what these problems are and what solutions
should be given to them. In particular, the Sub-Committee will enquire into the rights of
jurisdiction of a State over foreign commercial ships within its territorial waters or in its ports.

(c) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to examine what questions concerning
diplomatic privileges and immunities would be suitable for regulation by way of conventions
and what provisions on this subject could be recommended.

(d) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to enquire into the legal status of Govern-
ment ships employed in commerce, with a view to the solution by way of conventions of the
problems raised thereby.

(e) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to examine whether there are problems
connected with extradition which it would be desirable to regulate by way of general con-
ventions and, if so, what these problems are and what solutions should be given to them.

(f) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to examine:
(1) Whether, and in what cases, a State may be liable for injury caused on its

territory to the person or property of foreigners;
(2) Whether, and, if so, in what terms, it would be possible to contemplate

the conclusion of an international convention providing for the ascertainment of
the facts which may involve liability on the part of a State and forbidding in such
cases recourse to measures of coercion before the means of pacific settlement have
been exhausted.

(g) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to examine the possibility of formulat-
ing rules to be recommended for the procedure of international conferences, and the conclusion
and drafting of treaties, and what such rules should be.

(h) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to examine whether, and to what extent,
it would be possible to establish, by an international convention, appropriate provisions to
secure the suppression of piracy.

(i) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to examine whether, and to what extent,
it would be possible to draw up treaty provisions concerning the application in international
law of the conception of prescription, whether as establishing or as barring rights, and what
such provisions should be.
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(j) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to enquire, with reference, inter alia,
to the treaties dealing with the subject, whether it is possible to establish, by way of interna-
tional agreement, rules regarding the exploitation of the products of the sea.

(k) The Committee appointed a Sub-Committee to examine whether it is possible to lay
down, by way of conventions, principles governing the criminal competence of States in regard
to offences committed outside their territories, and, if so, what these principles should be.

The various problems connected with war and neutrality were adjourned for considera-
tion at a later date.

PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL LAW.

Examination of the problems which fall within the field of private international law was
adjourned to the next session of the Committee. In the interval, a Sub-Committee was appointed
to draw up a list of such problems for discussion by the Committee.

The Sub-Committees appointed to investigate the foregoing questions are composed as
follows:

(a) M. RUNDSTEIN, Rapporteur, Dr. DE MAGALHAES, Professor SCHUCKING.
(b) Professor SCHUCKING, Rapporteur, Dr. DE MAGALHAES, Mr. WICKERSHAM.
(c) Professor DIENA, Rapporteur, Dr. MASTNY.
(d) Dr. DE MAGALHAES, Rapporteur, Professor BRIERLY.
(e) Professor BRIERLY, Rapporteur, Professor DE VISSCHER.
(f) Dr. GUERRERO, Rapporteur, Professor DE VISSCHER, Dr. WANG-CHUNG-HUI.
(g) Dr. MASTNY, Rapporteur, M. RUNDSTEIN.
(h) M. MATSUDA, Rapporteur, M. WANG-CHUNG-HUI.
(i) Professor DE VISSCHER (only member).
(j) Dr. SUAREZ (only member).
(k) Professor BRIERLY, Rapporteur, Professor DE VISSCHER.
Questions of private international law: Professor BRIERLY, Rapporteur, Professor

de VISSCHER.

The following institutes have been invited to collaborate with the Committee of Experts

International Law Association. American Institute of International Law.
Institut de droit international. Union juridique internationale.
Societe de legislation comparee. American Society of International Law.
Institut iberique de droit compare. Comite maritime international.

II. FOUNDATION OF AN INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR THE UNIFICATION
OF PRIVATE LAW: OFFER OF THE ITALIAN GOVERNMENT.

The fifth Assembly, in a resolution adopted on September 30th, 1924, expressed its grati-
tude to the Italian Government for its generous offer to found at Rome an international institute
for the unification or the assimilation and co-ordination of private law, under the direction
of the League of Nations.

The Assembly invited the Council to accept this offer in the name of the League of
Nations ; resolved that the powers and duties of the new institute, together with the consti-
tution of its Governing Body and Committee of Directors, should be defined by the Council
in agreement with the Italian Government; and asked the Council, after consultation with the
competent organs of the League, to conclude with the Italian Government all agreements
necessary to ensure the establishment, continuity and proper working of the Institute. It
was understood that the general principles to be embodied in these agreements would be
analogous to those laid down for the International Institute for Intellectual Co-operation
which was to be established in Paris.

The Council, on October 3rd, 1924, accepted the offer of the Italian Government on behalf
of the League of Nations, together with the proposals contained in the resolution of the
Assembly. At the same time, it requested the Italian representative to communicate to it in due
course any suggestion for the execution of the Assembly resolution which it might desire to
put forward as a basis for its further deliberations.

The Italian Government, in response to this request, submitted a draft statute for the
international institute, and the Council, on December 13th, 1924, adopted the following
resolution:

" The Council,
" Having received a communication from the Italian representative containing

a draft Statute for the International Institute for the Unification of Private Law;
" Considering that the Council is invited, under the terms of the resolution of

September 30th, 1924, to conclude, after consultation with the competent organs
(including the Committee of Experts contemplated by the resolution of the fifth
Assembly dated September 22nd, 1924, the Committee on Intellectual Co-operation
and the Technical Organisations of the League of Nations), all agreements necessary
to0jensure the establishment, continuity and proper working of the Institute;

" Requests the Secretary-General to communicate to the above organisations
the text of the draft Statute of the Institute prepared by the Italian Government,
the resolutions adopted by the Assembly and the Council and the present report,
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and to invite these organisations to give, in accordance with this report, their opinion
on the Italian draft, with a view to the conclusion of agreements with the Italian
Government;

"In view of the fact that the Committee which is provided for by the Assembly
resolution of September 22nd, for the study of the progressive codification of inter-
national law, may not be able to meet for some months, decides that a Sub-Committee
of this Committee, consisting of five members, all staying in Europe, may be formed
by the Chairman of the Committee for the purpose of submitting a report to the Council
on the question."

Pending the execution of this procedure, the Italian Government felt it desirable to under-
take a further examination of its draft Statute, the results of which will be transmitted, as
soon as received in the Secretariat, to the competent organisations mentioned in the Council's
decision.

III. LEGAL ASSISTANCE FOR THE POOR.

Following upon the report submitted to it by the Secretary-General, the fifth Assembly,
on September 20th, 1924, adopted a resolution inviting the Secretariat: (1) to prepare a list
of the agencies, both public and private, and of international organisations which are interes-
ted in securing legal assistance or free legal advice and consultation for poor persons, and
(2) to collect the various treaties, laws, etc., regulating legal assistance to poor persons in the
various nations and between the various nations; while, further, (3) each Government was
invited to nominate an authority or other duly qualified person who would answer enquiries
from authorities in other countries with regard to the facilities afforded for giving legal assis-
tance to poor persons of alien nationality, and, finally, (4) the Secretary-General was requested
to ask the various States, including States not members of the League, whether they would
be disposed to become parties to a Convention dealing with free legal aid for the poor on the
basis of the principles formulated in Articles 20 to 23 of the Hague Convention of July 17th,
1905, and whether possibly they would desire to propose any modification of such principles.

In pursuance of this resolution, the Secretary-General sent to the various Governments
two letters, dated February 24th and 26th, 1925. In the first letter, the Secretary-General
explained the nature of the information referred to in points 1 and 2 of the Assembly resolution.
The second letter referred especially to points 3 and 4 of that resolution.

IV. RATIFICATION OF AMENDMENTS TO THE COVENANT.

In addition to the amendment to Article 6 (last paragraph) of the Covenant which came
into force on August 13th, 1924 1, there came into force on September 26th, 1924, the Protocols
relating to the amendments to Articles 12, 13 and 15 of the Covenant of the League, which
were ratified on this date by the Members of the League whose representatives sit on the
Council and by a majority of the Members of the League whose representatives compose the
Assembly (see C. L. 136, 1924, and Treaty Series, Volume XXIX, pages 67 to 83).

V. PROTOCOL RELATING TO AN AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE 16 OF THE COVENANT
(SUB-PARAGRAPH TO REPLACE THE SECOND SUB-PARAGRAPH OF THE
FIRST PARAGRAPH OF ARTICLE 16), ADOPTED BY THE FIFTH ASSEMBLY
OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS ON SEPTEMBER 27TH, 1924.

The Secretary-General, in pursuance of the resolution of the fifth Assembly, has addressed
to the Members of the League a letter (C. L. 160. 1924. V) forwarding them a certified copy
of this Protocol, and notifying them that, in accordance with the resolution of September 27th,
1924, there is no further need to proceed with the ratification of the amendment to Article 16,
paragraph 1, of the Covenant adopted by the second Assembly of the League of Nations.

Up to June 13th, 1925, the amendment to Article 16 adopted by the fifth Assembly has
been signed by ten members. Up till now only the ratification by Salvador has been
deposited with the Secretariat of the League of Nations.

1 See Supplementary Report to the fifth Assembly on the work of the Council, Official Journal, Special SupplementNo. 23, page 333.
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2.

FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION OF THE LEAGUE.

I. GENERAL FINANCIAL POSITION.

83.2 per cent of the amount of the contributions due for 1924 was received from the
States Members during the course of the year, as against 61.7 per cent of the budget for 1923
during the previous year.

The receipts on account of arrears were also higher than during the previous financial
period, the payments made in 1924 amounting to 8,266,396 gold francs as compared with
5,782,748 gold francs in 1923.

Moreover, as a result of the fact that, during the larger part of the year, the Swiss franc
(in which currency a large proportion of the expenditure was incurred) stood at a discount
as compared with the gold franc (which was used as the medium for the payment of contri-
butions) the profits on exchange amounted to the sum of 1,435,074 gold francs. It should
be noted, however, that this situation will not recur in the future: owing to the prompter
payment of contributions, the payments on account of arrears will obviously be reduced and
the profits of exchange will vanish, since the Swiss franc has, for practical purposes, reached
parity with the gold franc.

Mainly as a result of these unusual circumstances, the three autonomous organisations
of the League showed the following surpluses on December 31st, 1924:

Gold francs.

Secretariat ................ ..... . 5,974,280.51
International Labour Organisation .. ....... 2,400,652.10
Permanent Court of International Justice ...... 1,020,788.74

Total ...... 9,395,721.35

The various questions affecting the administration of the'finances of the League since
the last Assembly may perhaps most conveniently be considered by referring to the work
of the Supervisory Commission, which met on three occasions since last September.

The Commission was composed of the same members and the same officers as last year,
namely:

M. Stefan OSUSKY, Czechoslovakia, Chairman.
Lord MESTON OF AGRA, India, Vice-Chairman.
Dr. J. A. NEDERBRAGT, Netherlands, Rapporteur.
M. Jean REVEILLAUD, France.
M. Luis WADDINGTON, Chile.

II. ACCOUNTS FOR 1924.

At its sixteenth session the Commission received the report of Dr. Vivaldi, who had been
deputed by the League's auditor, M. Ceresa, to draw up the report on the accounts. The
observations made by the Deputy-Auditor in his report were discussed by the Commission
and were, in most cases, adopted, with the full concurrence of the competent officials of the
various organisations of the League.

As regards the surplus for 1924, the Commission recommended to the Assembly that it
should be used to constitute a special fund out of which should be met the balance of the cost
of the new International Labour Office headquarters, and the amounts necessary for the
erection of such buildings as the sixth Assembly might decide to construct as a result of
the recommendations of the Jury of Architects.

The Commission, in agreement with the Secretary-General of the League and the Director
of the International Labour Office, inserted in the budget for 1926 a new " Part " called
" Buildings at Geneva, 1 375,000 francs ". The object of this credit was, in the first place,
to complete the amount necessary for the building programme to be adopted by the sixth
Assembly. Once the sum necessary for the building operations has been reached, the amount
of 1,375,000 francs would be retained in the budget as long as required in order to repay such
Members of the League as, by the prompt and regular payment of their contributions, had
made it possible to constitute the 1924 surplus. The Commission requested one of its members
to make a study with a view to determining the share of each State in the surplus for 1924;
the results of this study will be communicated to the Members of the League before the sixth
Assembly.
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III. BUDGET FOR 1926.

1. The Commission noted that the League budget had now attained practical stability
and that subsequent variations would be relatively small. The budget for 1926, as forwarded
to the Members of the League for consideration by the Council and the Assembly, amounts
to 22,445,302 gold francs, as compared with a budget of 22,658,138 gold francs for 1925 and
23,328,686 gold francs for 1924.

2. The Commission recommended that care should be taken to maintain a certain equi-
librium as between the various organisations within the Secretariat.

3. The Commission noted that the budget of the International Labour Office for 1926
showed a reduction of 306,757 francs on the previous budget, this reduction being partly due
to the inclusion in the budget for 1926 of a credit corresponding to the contribution of Germany
for 1926 towards the expenses of the International Labour Organisation.

4. Notwithstanding the discrepancy between the expenditure for 1924 and the estimates
for 1926, the Commission approved the budget of the Court in view of the fact that the estimates
are intended to cover the cost of three annual sessions lasting 200 days each year, and that,
in the present circumstances, these assumptions may be taken as entirely reasonable.

(5) The Commission recommended that as from January 1st, 1926, the Working Capital
Fund should be placed in a single bank account and that interest earned on that part of the
fund not in actual use should be added to the capital untuil the total should reach the sum of
5,000,000 gold francs. The Commission also requested the Secretary-General to submit to
each Assembly a statement showing the share of the Working Capital Fund standing to the
credit of each Member of the League as on August 1st of that year.

IV. REVISION OF STAFF REGULATIONS.

In accordance with the decision of the fifth Assembly, the Supervisory Commission devoted
part of its fourteenth and sixteenth sessions, as well as the whole of its fifteenth session, to a
discussion of the revision of the Staff Regulations consequent upon the entry into force of
the Staff Provident Fund Regulations. The decision of the Commission in the matter may
be briefly summarised as follows:

It has suppressed the indemnities payable under the present regulations in cases of
retirement on termination of contract, sickness or death, from causes not imputable to the
official's employment, as these cases now come under the Staff Provident Fund and the
Death and Invalidity Fund.

It has codified and standardised the rules to be observed in cases of accident or inva-
lidity where the cases may be imputed to the service or in cases of abolition of posts,
termination of contracts at the end of each period of seven years, or of dismissals for
inefficiency.

V. BUDGETARY AND ADMINISTRATIVE QUESTIONS.

The Supervisory Commission examined the proposal made at the last Assembly that
a system of amortisation should be applied to the purchase money of real estate belonging to
the League, in order to equalise the burdens borne by the original Members of the League
and those which joined it at a later period. In view of te the any difficulties to which the appli-
cation of this scheme would give rise, the Commission came to the conclusion that it was perhaps
not advisable that the proposed system should be adopted at least, for the time being. Simi-
larly, the Commission agreed that the establishment of a printing press managed by the League
for the use of the Secretariat and of the International Labour Office was inadvisable in the
present circumstances.

The Commission also considered a number of questions of detail which are referred to in
its various reports.

VI. STAFF PROVIDENT FUND.

At its session held in October 1924, the Council appointed the members of the Board of
Management of the Staff Provident Fund. It also entrusted the Financial Committee with
the duty of acting as Investments Advisory Committee to the Board of Management.

VII. ALLOCATION OF EXPENSES OF THE LEAGUE.

The fifth Assembly, in 1924, entrusted the Committee on the Allocation of the Expenses
of the League with three tasks:

1. To determine the number of units to be attributed to the Dominican
Republic, which was admitted to the League in 1924.



2. To divide the units made available by the admission of the Dominican
Republic and the resumption of payments by the Argentine, taking into consideration
the claims of States Members for whom the existing allocation was particularly heavy.

3. To continue its researches with the'object of preparing a fresh provisional
scale to be submitted to the 1925 Assembly.

At its session in October last year, the Committee reduced the allocations of Brazil, China,
Czechoslovakia, Greece, Haiti, India, Norway, Persia, Portugal, Roumania and the Kingdom
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and the cost of each unit to the benefit of all the Member
States by the addition of three to the total number of units.

During its session in April 1925 the Committee considered further economic and financial
data collected by the Secretariat and drew up a new provisional scale which, if approved by
the Assembly, might be applied for a period of three years.

3.

REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.

I. ARBITRATION, SECURITY AND THE REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.

The discussions of the fifth Assembly on the reduction of armaments, with which question
the Assembly had linked up the questions of arbitration and security, resulted in a certain
number of resolutions, the tenour of which was to recommend to the earnest attention of all
the Members of the League the acceptance of the draft Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of
International Disputes which was drawn up at Geneva on October 2nd, 1924, and to open
immediately this Protocol for signature by those representatives of Members of the League
which were already in a position to sign it, and to hold it open for signature by all other
States.

Article 17 of the Protocol is as follows:

" The signatory States undertake to participate in an International Conference
for the Reduction of Armaments which shall be convened by the Council and shall
meet at Geneva on Monday, June 15th, 1925. All other States, whether Members
of the League or not, shall be invited to this Conference.

" In preparation for the convening of the Conference, the Council shall draw up,
with due regard to the undertakings contained in Articles 11 and 13 of the present
Protocol, a general programme for the reduction and limitation of armaments, which
shall be laid before the Conference and which shall be communicated to the Govern-
ments at the earliest possible date, and at the latest three months before the Conference
meets.

" If by May 1st, 1925, ratifications have not been deposited by at least a majority
of the permanent Members of the Council and ten other Members of the League, the
Secretary-General of the League shall immediately consult the Council as to whether
he shall cancel the invitations or merely adjourn the Conference to a subsequent date to
be fixed by the Council so as to permit the necessary number of ratifications to be
obtained."

The Assembly, considering that the work of the League of Nations as regards the
reduction of armaments was entering upon a period of reorganisation which required the direct
attention of the Council, had already, by a decision taken on September 27th, 1924, entrusted
to the Council the question of the co-ordination of the work of its Commissions for the reduction
of armaments. This decision ended by enumerating the principles which the Assembly
recommended to the Council with a view to a reorganisation of the Temporary Mixed Commis-
sion for the Reduction of Armaments which had been set up in accordance with a decision of
the first Assembly.

The Council, giving immediate effect to this resolution of the fifth Assembly, adopted on
October 3rd, 1924, on the proposal of the representative of Czechoslovakia, the following
resolution:

"1. With a view to the preparation of the Conference for the reduction of arma-
ments, the Council decides to form itself into a Committee. The representatives on
the Council who consider that it will not be possible to attend the Committee in
person will, as soon as possible, send to the Secretary-General the names of their
substitutes on this Committee.

"The Committee will hold its first meeting on November 17th in order to draw
up a general programme of the work connected with the application of Article 12
of the Protocol and with the reduction of armaments.
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"The Governments of the States represented on the Council are requested to
give their representatives on the Committee the necessary instructions in order that
the general lines of the programme may be laid down during its meeting of Novem-
ber 17th. The Secretary-General will invite the Governments of the States Members
of the League not represented on the Council to forward through him to the Committee
any suggestions which they may think useful with a view to the preparation of this
programme.

"2. The Secretariat is requested to collect the data necessary for the economic
and financial investigations relative to the application of Article 12 of the Protocol and
is authorised to distribute these data to the competent organs of the League (Economic
and Financial Organisation, Transit Organisation) with a view to the work which
will subsequently be required of them by the Committee.

" The Secretariat will obtain information from the official documents at the
disposal of the League or from documents which might, if necessary, be furnished
by the Governments.

" 3. In conformity with the Assembly resolution, and in order to assist the
Committee in co-ordinating the preparatory work for the Conference, the Temporary
Mixed Commission shall be reorganised and shall take the name of the Co-ordination
Commission, which will be composed as follows:

"(a) The Committee of the Council (ten members), assisted by:
" (b) The President and one member, or two members of each of the three

organisations, Economic, Financial and Transit (six members);
" (c) Six members appointed by the Permanent Advisory Commission

(six members);
" (d) Two members of the Employers Group and two members of the

Workers' Group of the Governing Body of the International Labour Office,
appointed by the latter (four members);

"(e) If considered advisable, a certain number of experts, jurists and others
appointed by the Council.

"The Secretary-General is requested to invite at a suitable moment the above-
mentioned organisations to appoint their representatives."

During the extraordinary session held by the Council at Brussels at the end of October,
1924, the representative of Czechoslovakia informed the Council that the President of the
Czechoslovak Republic had ratified on October 28th the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement
of International Disputes, and the Acting President of the Council announced that thirteen
States had signed the Protocol 1. During the same session, Lord Parmoor, representative of
the British Empire, intimated to his colleagues that it was not desirable for the Committee of
the Council to meet on November 17th, in view of the political situation in Great Britain.
The British Parliament had been dissolved, and new general elections were taking place.

The Council, therefore, decided to postpone the meeting of November 17th, and itself
to undertake at its next ordinary session, which was fixed for December 8th, the work of preparing
for the Conference on the Reduction of Armaments.

On November 15th, 1924, the new British Government notified the Secretary-General
that, owing to its very recent accession to office, it would not be able, for some time, to form
a considered opinion on the terms of the Protocol. It would be equally impossible for the
British Government to furnish, for the next session, proper instructions to its representative
on the Council for the purpose of the preparatory work for the proposed Conference on the
Reduction of Armaments. The British Government was, therefore, obliged to request that this
question should be adjourned to a later session.

The question having been adjourned according to the desire of the British Government, Mr.
Austen Chamberlain, during the session held in March, 1925, opened the discussion on the
question by reading an official statement regarding the inacceptability of the Protocol to
the British Empire, and putting forward various new suggestions. This declaration was
followed by answers and statements, in which the other members of the Council explained
the policy of their Governments as regards the Protocol. The text of these declarations will
be found in the Official Journal for April, 1925, page 445 et seq, as well as in a special document
which will be distributed to the Assembly. The document to the Assembly will also contain
the replies which may be received from other Governments.

The Council, as a result of the declarations made by its members, adopted on March 13th,
1925, the following resolution:

" The Council, having heard the statement of the representative of the British
Empire on the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, and
also the declarations of the other members of the Council;

"Considering that the fifth Assembly, by a resolution unanimously adopted
on October 2nd, 1924, decided to recommend to the earnest attention of all the Mem-
bers of the League the acceptance of the said draft Protocol, and that in the same
resolution it invited the Council to undertake certain preparatory work provided
for in various articles of the draft Protocol;

1 The Protocol has, up to now, been signed by eighteen States:
Albania, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, Czechoslovakia, Esthonia, Finland, France, Greece, Haiti, Latvia, Para-

guay, Poland, Portugal, Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Spain and Uruguay.
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And considering that the Council decided on October 28th, 1924, to undertake
itself the work of preparing for the Conference on the Reduction of Armaments,
which it had originally asked the Committee of the Council to undertake at a meeting
to be held on November 17th, 1924;

"Decides:

" (a) To refer to the sixth Assembly the above-mentioned declarations
of the representative of the British Empire and the other members of the Council,
together with any declarations on the same subject which may be communi-
cated to it by the Governments of the Members of the League, and instructs
the Secretary-General to place this question forthwith upon the agenda of the
sixth Assembly;

" (b) To postpone the work of preparation which it had decided to undertake
until the sixth Assembly has given a decision on the question submitted to it.

II. RIGHT OF INVESTIGATION IN THE STATES SUBJECTED TO INVESTIGATION
UNDER THE TREATIES OF VERSAILLES, ST. GERMAIN, TRIANON AND
NEUILLY.

Since the last Assembly the Council has continued its examination of the question of
the right of investigation conferred upon it by the Treaties of Versailles, St. Germain, Trianon
and Neuilly. It has co-ordinated a series of measures designed to ensure the application of
this right of investigation.

First, in conformity with the opinion of the Committee of Jurists set up under its
resolution of June 17th, 1924 , the Council decided that, when discussing the question of
the right of investigation, it would retain its normal constitution and that representatives of
other States should not be added. This decision was communicated to the Governments
concerned.

The Hungarian Government, however, urged upon the Council its right to be represented.
After an exchange of correspondence, the Council maintained its decision and stated that
" it intended to exercise the right of investigation conferred upon it in a spirit of complete
impartiality and with due regard to all the interests involved ".

On June 17th, 1924, the Council adopted the following resolution:

" The Council decides to instruct the Permanent Advisory Commission, follow-
ing the decision of the Council of December 12th, 1920, to continue the examination
of the question of the organisation to be placed at the disposal of the Council with
a view to the exercise of the right of investigation contemplated by Articles 159
of the Treaty of St. Germain, 143 of the Treaty of Trianon and 104 of the Treaty
of Neuilly, and asks it to prepare and submit to the Council proposals to this effect.
The plans proposed should take into account the necessities of the present moment. "

The Permanent Advisory Commission met on August 28th, 1924, to examine this question.
In reply to a question raised by the Permanent Advisory Commission, the Council, on

September 9th, 1924, completed the foregoing resolution with the statement that the organisa-
tion which the Commission was required to consider was to be adapted to the exercise of the
right of investigation as contemplated also in the Treaty of Versailles.

The Permanent Advisory Commission undertook the required examination and on
September 17th, 1924, submitted to the Council a scheme for the organisation with a view
to the exercise of the right of investigation. This draft had been adopted unanimously by the
Commission, with the exception of certain provisions relating to the nationality of the experts
to be appointed as members of the Commissions of Investigation.

The Council took the draft as a basis of discussion, and on September 27th, 1924, finally
adopted the scheme for the organisation of the right of investigation 2

With a view to giving effect to Chapter IX of the scheme, which reads as follows:

" Chapter IX. Entry into force. - The organisation proposed above shall be
ready to function for each of the States subject to investigation before the with-
drawal of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control,"

the Permanent Advisory Commission met at Geneva from November 12th to 14th, 1924, and
submitted to the Council proposals designed to complete the organisation which had been
set up. At its December session, the Council approved certain of the detailed measures pro-
posed concerning the preparation of lists of experts composing the Commissions of Investiga-
tion, the constitution of their archives, the secretariat of the commissions, etc.

It further decided that the Chairmen of the Commissions of Investigation for the first
period of one year should be nominated by the President of the Council. It also decided that
the Council would be entitled to take its decisions by a majority vote when determining the
composition of the Commissions of Investigation. The foregoing provisions will all be found
in Annex I to the present Chapter.

The Permanent Advisory Commission had further proposed that the Council should
order an enquiry into the ways and means of making practical provision for the diplomatic

1 See Supplementary Report to the fifth Assembly. (Document A. 8 (a) 1924); Official Journal, Special Supple-
ment 23, page 338.

2 See Official Journal, October 1924, page 1592.
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privileges and immunities of the members of the Commissions of Investigation, and as to the
ways and means of ensuring the free execution of the duties entrusted to these Commissions.

With regard to diplomatic privileges and immunities, the Council decided that the members
of each Commission should receive, in addition to their diplomatic passport, an identity certi-
ficate, issued by the Secretary-General on behalf of the Council, indicating their official capacity.

As regards the free execution of the duties entrusted to the Commissions, the Council
took the following resolution:

"The Council decides:
"(1) To instruct the Permanent Advisory Commission to draw up a report

determining, both from a practical and a technical point of view, the ways and means
of ensuring the free and complete execution of the duties entrusted to these Commis-
sions;

" (2) To instruct its President to appoint a Committee of three Jurists, which
will examine, together with the representatives appointed by the Permanent Advisory
Commission, the latter's report on this subject. This Joint Committee will draw up
in a legal form the proposals of the Permanent Advisory Commission. Its report
shall be ready in time to enable the Council to take its decision at its March session. 

In conformity with the foregoing resolution, the Permanent Advisory Commission met

from February 5th to 10th, 1925, and drew up certain regulations which were referred to the

Joint Committee set up under the foregoing decision. The latter, on March 10th, 1925, sub-

mitted to the Council the report of the Permanent Advisory Commission drawn up in legal
form.

On March 14th, 1925, the Council adopted the regulations submitted to it (Annex II),
and further decided:

" To request the Secretary-General to cause a study to be made as to whether,
and, if so, to what extent, the system approved as above will necessitate legislative
measures on the part of the countries subject to the right of investigation and to
furnish a report thereon for the information of the Council.

" To authorise the Secretary-General immediately to notify to the four countries
which have given undertakings to submit to any investigation, the decisions taken
as regards the organisation of the right of investigation and as regards the ways and
means required to ensure by their co-operation its execution, in order to enable these
countries to take the necessary measures to ensure that, as soon as an investigation
is decided upon by the Council, the rights recognised to it by the treaties can be
exercised."

In order to give effect to the foregoing resolution the Secretary-General communicated
to the German, Austrian, Hungarian and Bulgarian Governments the documents containing
all the various provisions and resolutions relative to the right of investigation.

As soon as each of these decisions had been taken by the Council, the Secretary-General
communicated with the Governments concerned, either in their capacity as Members of the

Council or as signatories to the treaties of peace and bordering on the States subject to investi-
gation and having obligations towards them, informing them of these decisions and requesting
them to take preparatory measures with a view to the ultimate application of the right of
investigation. The majority of these Governments have intimated that they have taken the
necessary measures in the matter.

Concurrently with the general question of investigation, the Council has had to consider
that of the application of the system approved by it for the Rhine zone demilitarised under
the Treaty of Versailles. At its meeting of December 11th, 1924, it adopted, on the pro-
posal of the French representative, the following resolution:

"The Permanent Advisory Commission is instructed to submit practical pro-
posals for the application of Chapters I and V of the Council's resolution of September
27th, 1924, to the Rhine zone demilitarised by the Treaty of Versailles."

In accordance with the above resolution, the Permanent Advisory Commission, at its
session held from February 5th to 10th, 1925, engaged in a discussion on this question, in
which the British and Swedish delegations refrained from taking part, and submitted a report
to the Council.

At its meeting of March 14th, 1925, the Council took the following decision:

" The Council decides to adjourn to a subsequent session, with a view to a more
exhaustive study, the question of the system of investigation to be applied to the
demilitarised Rhine zone."

In a letter dated January 6th, 1925, the Conference of Ambassadors informed the Secre-
tary-General that the Inter-Allied Naval Commission of Control in Germany had been officially
dissolved on September 30th, 1924. This letter has been communicated to the Members of
the League.
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III. STATISTICAL ENQUIRY ON THE TRADE IN ARMS,
MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR.

On September 27th, 1924, the fifth Assembly adopted the following resolution:

" The Assembly, having taken note of the statistical data relating to the trade
in arms, munitions and implements of war published by the Secretariat of the League
of Nations in pursuance of a decision of the Council, expresses its satisfaction with
the work accomplished and requests the Council:

"(1) To instruct the Temporary Mixed Commission carefully to consider
the information already published and to submit a report on the characteristic
features of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, as disclosed by
this enquiry, based on official and public documents and on the conclusions to
be drawn therefrom;

" (2) To ensure the periodical publication by the Secretariat of the statistical
data concerning the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war;

" (3) To invite States Members and non-Members of the League of Nations
to transmit to the Secretariat all documents which they may consider likely to
be of assistance in the preparation of this work."

On September 30th, 1924, the Council adopted the following resolution:

"On the proposal of the Assembly, the Council decides to instruct the Temporary
Mixed Commission carefully to consider the information already published and to
submit a report on the characteristic features of the trade in arms, munitions and
implements of war as disclosed by this enquiry, based on official and public documents
and on the conclusions to be drawn therefrom;

" To instruct the Secretariat to ensure the periodical publication of the statistical
data concerning the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war;

"To instruct the Secretary-General to invite States Members and non-Members
of the League to transmit to the Secretariat all documents which they may consider
likely to be of assistance in the preparation of this work."

The Secretary-General accordingly communicated with the Governments, asking for their
assistance in the publication of statistics relating to the trade in arms, munitions and imple-
ments of war.

The Council subsequently adopted, on December 9th, 1924, the following resolution:

" The Council decides to invite the Co-ordination Commission to consider also
the effect to be given to the decision taken by the Council in pursuance of the Assembly's
resolution regarding statistical information on the traffic in arms, munitions and imple-
ments of war."

The question having been examined by the Co-ordination Commission, the Council on
March 11th, 1925, adopted the following resolution:

" The Council decides: to invite the Governments which will take part in the
Conference for the Control of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions and Imple-
ments of War which will meet in Geneva on May 4th, 1925, to undertake the study
of the question of statistical information on the trade in arms, munitions and imple-
ments of war, so that they may, if possible, give to their delegates the necessary
instructions and powers in order that the question of the standardisation of nomen-
clature and statistical systems for the trade in arms, munitions and implements of
war may be usefully discussed at the said Conference."

The Secretary-General communicated the foregoing resolution to all Governments invited
to the Conference.

IV. PRIVATE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS
OF WAR.

On September 27th, 1924, the fifth Assembly adopted the following resolution:

" The Assembly,
" Having taken note of the reports of the Temporary Mixed Commission and the

Economic Committee on the control of the private manufacture. of arms, munitions
and implements of war:

" (1) Requests the Council to invite the Temporary Mixed Commission to
investigate this question anew and with an entirely open mind, and to prepare a draft
International Convention, taking into account any new circumstances which may
have arisen since the report of the Temporary Mixed Commission was submitted to
the fifth Assembly.

" It is intended that this draft Convention shall serve as a basis for the discus-
sions of an International Conference to be convened for the purpose of concluding
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a Convention for the Control of the Private Manufacture of Arms, Munitions and
Implements of War.

" 2) The Assembly also requests the Council to consider the question of invit-
ing the Government of the United States of America to send representatives to
co-operate with the Temporary Mixed Commission in preparing the draft Convention
for the Control of the Private Manufacture of Arms, Munitions and Implements of
War. "

On September 30th, 1924, the Council, considering that it would first be necessary to deter-
mine the organisation of the Commission designed to replace the Temporary Mixed Commission
and its programme of work, adjourned the question to its December session.

On December 9th, 1924, the Council adopted the following resolution:

"The Council,
"In view of the resolution adopted by the fifth Assembly regarding the private

manufacture of arms, munitions and implements of war:
Decides:

" To convene the Co-ordination Commission to meet at Geneva on February
16th, 1925, at 11 a.m., under the chairmanship of the representative of the member
of the Council acting as President at that time 

" To refer the above-mentioned resolution of the Assembly to the Co-ordination
Commission for all necessary action;

" To invite the Co-ordination Commission to notify the Council when its work is
sufficiently advanced for the Government of the United States of America to be
invited to send representatives to co-operate with the Commission in the work of
preparing an international convention on the control of the private manufacture of
arms, munitions and implements of war."

Following on the examination of the question by the Co-ordination Commission at its
first session held from February 16th to 19th, 1925, the Committee of the Council considered that
the drafting of a Convention should be adjourned until it was possible to judge of the results
obtained by the Conference on the Control of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions and
Implements of War, and thought that the interval involved by this postponement should be
employed in collecting information likely to facilitate the subsequent proceedings of the
Commission.

It proposed to the Council to set up a Committee of Enquiry which would be instructed
to draw up, in co-operation with the organisations represented on the Co-ordination Commis-
sion, a questionnaire concerning the manufacture of arms to be sent to the various Governments.
As soon as the information required was received, the Committee of Enquiry would submit
a report to the Committee of the Council.

On March 11th, 1925, the Council approved the proposal for the constitution of the Com-
mittee of Enquiry, and instructed the Committee to draw up a questionnaire to be forwarded
to the organisations represented on the Co-ordination Commission.

The Committee of Enquiry, consisting of M. Guani, Chairman, M. Veverka and M. Cobian,
has prepared a draft questionnaire, which was forwarded by the Secretary-General to the orga-
nisations represented on the Co-ordination Commission for their observations.

When the form of this questionnaire has been finally approved, the Committee of the
Council will be authorised to address enquiries to the Governments.

V. CHEMICAL WARFARE.

Following on the resolution adopted by the fifth Assembly on September 27th, 1924,
emphasising the great danger to civilisation of the means which modern science places at
the service of warfare, and the desirability of meeting this danger by the weapon of publicity,
the Council associated itself with the following opinion expressed by the representative of
Czechoslovakia in his report of September 30th, 1924:

" A solemn resolution by the Assembly is, I believe, the best method of drawing
the attention of the public to this question. The Council has, indeed, every ground
for trusting that the delegates of those Governments which have unanimously voted
in favour of this resolution will do everything in their power to give it the greatest
possible publicity in their countries."

VI. PUBLICATION OF THE MILITARY YEAR-BOOK.

Following on the resolution of the fifth Assembly concerning a Military Year. Book of
general statistical information on the land, naval and air armaments of the various countries,
the first volume of which was prepared by the Secretariat and published in 1924, the repre-
sentative of Czechoslovakia, acting as Rapporteur, submitted to the Council on September
30th, 1924, the following report and resolution, which were adopted by the Council:

" The Council, like the Assembly, has no doubt appreciated this valuable work
which, as is stated in the Assembly's resolution, represents a genuine step towards
the fulfilment of the obligations of the signatories of the Covenant in the final paragraph
of Article 8. I accordingly propose that the Council should adopt the following
resolution:
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"On the proposal of the Assembly, the Council instructs the Secretariat to
continue the periodical publication of the Military Year-Book of General Statis-
tical Information on Armaments, on the lines laid down by the fourth Assembly,
to which the Secretariat has adhered in preparing the first volume, special atten-
tion being given to that part of the Year-Book which deals with industrial and
economic resources capable of being utilised for war."

ANNEX I.

ORGANISATION WITH A VIEW TO THE EXERCISE OF THE RIGHT OF INVESTI-
GATION IN THE FOUR STATES SUBJECTED TO INVESTIGATION BY THE
TREATIES OF VERSAILLES, ST. GERMAIN, TRIANON AND NEUILLY.

(Adopted by the Council on September 27th, 1924 1.)

CHAPTER I. -- NATURE AND EXTENT OF INVESTIGATIONS.

The investigations provided for in:

Article 213 of the Treaty of Versailles,
Article 159 of the Treaty of St. Germain.
Article 143 of the Treaty of Trianon,
Article 104 of the Treaty of Neuilly,

shall, when the Council so decides, cover such demilitarisation of territory as may be laid
down in the said Treaties, and any or all the military, naval and air clauses of the said Treaties,
and particularly:

(a) Legislation, such as military laws, budgets;
(b) Strengths;
(c) Material existing or under construction (including aeronautical material,

plant for manufacture of munitions, implements of war);
(d) Training for war;
(e) New warship construction.

CHAPTER II. -- ,INITIATIVE.

(a) Without prejudice to the right of an individual member of the Council to bring any
matter to the direct notice of the Council, every.Government Member of the League of Nations
may communicate to the Secretary-General, for consideration by the Council, any reports or
information which, in the opinion of that Government, call for exercise by the Council of the
right of investigation. Copies of such reports or information shall be forwarded as soon as
received to the Permanent Advisory Commission.

(b) On each occasion when the Council has decided to exercise the right of investigation
as authorised by the Treaties, it will notify the Governments concerned without informing
them of the details of such investigation.

CHAPTER III. - COMPOSITION AND FUNCTIONS OF THE PERMANENT ADVISORY COMMISSION.

Any State, not being a Member of the Council, neighbour of a State which has given to
the former State undertakings by the terms of one of the Treaties of Peace to submit to inves-
tigations shall be represented on the Permanent Advisory Commission, for all questions con-
templated in the present rules, as regards investigations concerning the latter State.

The Permanent Advisory Commission is responsible to the Council for preparing the
organisation for any investigations upon which the Council may decide.

To facilitate the decision of the Council:

(a) The Permanent Advisory Commission shall submit to the Council for approval
each year for the ensuing year, if necessary, a programme of the investigations which it re-
commends. This programme will be based on the reports or information which the Permanent
Advisory Commission has received officially and shall be accompanied by draft instructions
for the President of each Commission of Investigation, constituted as laid down in Chapter IV;

(b) At each session of the Council the Permanent Advisory Commission may propose
such additions as may be necessary to the programme of investigation mentioned in paragraph
(a) above;

1 The additions and amendments subsequently adopted by the Council are reproduced in footnotes.
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(c) Should any reports received necessitate an urgent meeting of the Permanent Advisory
Commission, the latter shall advise the Council thereon, who may direct the Permanent Advisory
Commission to make the necessary arrangements for an investigation.

CHAPTER IV. - CONSTITUTION AND OPERATION OF THE COMMISSIONS OF INVESTIGATION.

Commissions of Investigation shall be constituted as follows:
(a) The members shall be chosen from a list of experts qualified in the various matters

likely to form the subject of investigations. The Permanent Advisory Commission will draw
up a preliminary list for the approval of the Council as soon as the present scheme has been
approved 1

The list shall consist of experts appointed by the Governments of States which are repre-
sented on the Council at the date the list is drawn up 2

Each State shall furnish an equal number of experts, who shall at all times be available
in their respective countries.

At any time when a change takes place in the normal permanent or elected constitution
of the Council, this list shall be revised so as to be brought into line with the composition
of the Council.

(b) When a Commission of Investigation has to be appointed for the case of a particular
State, the Permanent Advisory Commission will propose to the Council the exact compositio
of that Commission according to the nature and importance of the investigation. The Com-
mission will consist of experts specially qualified to undertake the investigation in question
and selected from the list referred to in paragraph (a). It will include, in principle, an equal
number of experts from each State (and at least one from each State) taking part in the invcs-
tigation as defined in paragraph (c) .

(c) Subject to the terms of paragraph (f) below, the States represented on the Council
at the time when an investigation is decided upon will be represented on every Commission
of Investigation. Should the Council not contain any representative of a State which is a
signatory of the Treaties of Peace and at the same time bordering on the State under inves-
tigation, or any representative of a non-signatory State of the Treaties of Peace, the Council
shall select a State from each of these categories and the experts of these selected States shall
be added to those of the States represented on the Council .

(d) Every local investigation shall be carried out by at least three experts of different
nationalities.

(e) The members of the Permanent Advisory Committees shall not take part in inves-
tigations.

(f) The nationals of States subjected to the right of investigation shall not form part
of any of the Commissions of Investigation.

(g) The members of the Commissions of Investigation shall enjoy full diplomatic privileges
and immunities.

(h) Should the Council decide to hold an investigation comprising various objectives
in the same State, it will be undertaken by one Commission constituted as laid down in para-
graphs (b) and (c) of this chapter with one President, who will be responsible to the Council
for the whole of the investigation.

s On December 11th, 1924, the Council approved the following list drawn up by the Permanent AdvisoryCommission
LIST OF MILITARY (NAVAL, AIR)

OR CIVIL EXPERTS TO BE HELD AVAILABLE BY EACH GOVERNMENT.
Categories. Number. CtersNumber. Categories be aees. Number.

Miliary acnd General , 
QM y uestaonsd Ge Naval Questions: Air Questions:

(a) Organisation, legislation, (a) Gunnery . . . . . . . . 1 (a) Motors. . 2mobilisation, effectives. 4 (b) Torpedoes and mines . 1 (b) Machines 2(b) Existing arms, munitions (c) Submarines . . 1. (c) Dirigibles 2and other war material. 4 (d) Engineering . .1. (d) Training ........ 2a Artillery . . 2 (e) Naval construction .
(c) Manufacture Small arms . 2

Munitions . 2
(d) Chemical warfare . . . . 3
(e) Fortifications . .. 2
(f) Communications .... 2

As it was possible that all the Governments called upon to furnish experts for the list in question would not be ableto supply the maximum numbers laid down above (either because they lacked certain categories of experts or becausethe remoteness of their country only allowed them to employ experts living near to the countries subject to investiga-tion), the Commission recommended to the Council that the various Governments concerned should communicate thenumber of experts of each category which could at all times be held available.
On December 9th, 1924:

" The Council decided that each State might, in drawing up its list of experts to serve on the Com-emission of Investigation, indicate the particular country or countries for which certain of these experts were

2 On October 28th, 1924, the Council approved the following addition to the second paragraph of Chapter IV (a):
" and by the Government of any State selected by the Council under paragraph (c) of this chapter. "

3 On December 10th, 1924, the Council adopted the following resolution:
" The Council agreed that a decision of the Council as to the composition of Commissions of Investiga-tion could be taken by a majority vote."

4 In conformity with paragraph (c) of Chapter IV, the Council decided on December 9th, 1924, that the Kingdomof the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes should be chosen to appoint experts to sit on the Commissions of Investigation forBulgaria.
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(i) Presidents of Commissions of Investigation will be nominated in advance, by the
Council in all cases, for the period of one year renewable. They will not reside in the State
subject to an investigation, except during such periods of investigation 1.

(j) Within the limits of their instructions received from the Council, Presidents will
themselves arrange the order of their work and ask the Secretary-General to notify the Govern-
ment concerned of the date on wich they have decided to commence investigation.

They shall have full latitude in the convening of their Commissions and in the internal
organisation of them, subject to the reservation laid down in paragraph (d) above.

(k) In order to retain an element of surprise, the President of a Commission of Investi-
gation need not disclose his exact objectives until the last moment. Within the limits of his
instructions, he is also authorised to accord such freedom of movement to the groups of his
Commission as will enable their work to be brought to a definite conclusion.

(1) Commissions of Investigation may, during a period fixed by the Council, either carry
out the operations without interruption or intermittently.

(m) It is the duty of the Commission of Investigation to confine itself to the establish-
ment of facts.

(n) When difficulties arise during the course of an investigation, the Presidents of Com-
missions will inform the Council, and, in the case of technical difficulties, the Permanent Ad-
visory Commission also. The latter will, if the matter comes within its competence, provide
the President of a Commission of Investigation with such additional technical advice or assis-
tance as may be necessary. The Permanent Advisory Commission will not issue any orders
or in any way vary the original instructions approved by the Council.

CHAPTER V. - DEMILITARISED ZONES.

Within the period fixed by the Council and with its approval, the President of a Com-
mission of Investigation may detach groups to remain at points in the demilitarised zones
where continuity of investigation is required.

CHAPTER VI. - INFORMATION.

1. The Permanent Advisory Commission will furnish the Council with all the information
it requires as to the observance of the disarmament clauses of the various Treaties of Peace.

This will entail upon the Secretariat of the Permanent Advisory Commission additional
duties as follows:

(a) To receive and collate the final reports of the Inter-Allied Commissions of
Control, reports of Commissions of Investigation, together with copies of all military
laws, budgets and legislation;

(b) To receive from Governments of Members of the League all military, naval
and air information relative to the clauses of the four Treaties referring to the right
of investigation;

(c) To collate the information so received and circulate it to the members of
the Permanent Advisory Commission;

(d) To receive and collate all information furnished by Governments concerning
the application of any rules which may be in force for discriminating between mili-
tary and civil aviation.

The work required by the Permanent Advisory Commission will constitute the first charge
on the present members of the Secretariat of the Commission, who will be relieved of all such
duties as may prevent them from carrying out that work.

1 On December 9th, 1924, the Council adopted the following resolution:
" The Council decided, in accordance with the terms of Chapter IV, paragraph (i), of the plan of organi-

sation for the right of investigation, to invite its President to appoint in due course persons to act for the first
period of one year as Presidents of the four Commissions of Investigation provided ior in the said plan or
organisation."

Pursuant to this resolution, the President of the Council made the following appointments on the dates given:
Commission of Investigation for Germany: General DESTICKER

(January 12th, 1925).
Commission of Investigation for Austria: General J. MARIETTI

(February 12th, 1925).
Commission of Investigation for Bulgaria: General (Reserve list) JUNOSTEDT

(January 12th, 1925).
Commission of Investigation for Hungary: Major-General W. M. St. G. KIRKE, C.B., C.M.G., D.S.O.

(February 5th, 1925).
Secretariat of Commissions of Investigation.

On December 11th, 1924, the Council adopted the following resolution:
"The Council decides that :
" 1. The President of each Commission of Investigation shall choose his own secretary in addition to

the members of the Commission and subject to the reservation laid down in Chapter IV (f). This secretary
shall be entitled to the allowances provided for the secretaries of Presidents of Commissions of the League
of Nations during the periods when the Commission of Investigation is regularly constituted and on active
service.

"2. The remainder of the secretariat staff of the Commission of Investigation shall be organised by
the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. Should this organisation call for the services of members
of the Secretariat, the Secretary-General will be authorised, if necessary, to replace temporarily the members
of the Secretariat thus placed at the disposal of the Commissions of Investigation and to charge the expenses
thereby incurred to the budget item concerning the exercise of the right of investigation. "
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2. Any information required for the purpose of investigation shall be supplied to the
Presidents of the investigating Commissions by the Permanent Advisory Commission.

CHAPTER VII. - REPORTS.

The Presidents of Commissions of Investigation will forward their reports, together with
any minority reports, to the Council and the Permanent Advisory Commission. The latter
will forward their reasoned opinion of the report to the Council.

CHAPTER VIII. - FINANCIAL PROVISIONS.

1. The allowances for the members of the Commissions of Investigation shall not be less
than those payable to members of other Commissions of the League.

2. Unless the Council otherwise determines, the expenses of any investigation will be
borne on the general funds of the League.

3. The necessary advance of funds shall, within the limits of the budget and subject to
the Regulations for the Financial Administration of the League, be made to the members of
the Commissions of Investigation by the Secretariat of the League.

CHAPTER IX. - ENTRY INTO FORCE.

The organisation proposed above shall be ready to function for each of the States subject
to investigation before the withdrawal of the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control.

ANNEX II.

ORGANISATION FOR THE EXERCISE OF THE RIGHT OF INVESTIGATION IN
THE FOUR COUNTRIES SUBJECT TO INVESTIGATION BY ARTICLE 213 OF
THE TREATY OF VERSAILLES, ARTICLE 159 OF THE TREATY OF ST.
GERMAIN, ARTICLE 143 OF THE TREATY OF TRIANON, ARTICLE 104 OF THE
TREATY OF NEUILLY.

WAYS AND MEANS OF ASSURING TO COMMISSIONS OF INVESTIGATION FREE AND COMPLETE
EXECUTION OF THE DUTIES ENTRUSTED TO THEM.

Regulations adopted by the Council on March 14th, 1925.

CHAPTER I. - POWERS OF COMMISSIONS OF INVESTIGATION.

(1) Commissions of Investigation, within the scope of the programme decided upon
in each case by the Council of the League of Nations, shall have authority and it will be their
duty to extend their investigations to all matters comprised in those programmes with a view
to the establishment of the relevant facts, and in particular they shall be entitled to take all
such steps as they may deem necessary or expedient to satisfy themselves:

(a) That the recruitment, organisation, numerical strength and armament
of the Army, Navy and Police Forces and other similar organisations are in con-
formity with the existing provisions of the relevant Treaty of Peace;

(b) That no preparations for mobilising military or naval personnel are being
made and that no such mobilisation has been carried out:

(c) That no institution, association or society of any kind engages in military
training or is connected either with the Ministry of War or with any other military
authority;

(d) That the legislation of the country where the investigation is in progress
is maintained in conformity with the military, naval and air clauses of the relevant
Treaty of Peace and that such legislation is duly observed.

(2) The Commission of Invesjtigation or any Sub-Commission or group thereof may
proceed to any place in the country where the investigation is in progress and may remain
there for the time indispensable for such inspections and operations as it may consider neces-
sary or desirable for the execution of its duties.
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(3) The Commission or any Sub-Commission or group thereof may in the course of any
such inspection enter or search any building or locality (whether belonging to the State or to
any local or other authority, civilian or military, or to a private individual) or any war- or
other vessel, or any fortifications or defences of any kind, or transport material of any nature.

For the purposes of any such entry or search, only such notification will be given in advance
of the identity of the actual place to be inspected (Government building, private factory
or other private building) as will enable the necessary preparations to be made for the
inspection.

(4) The Commission or any Sub-Commission or group thereof shall also in the course
of any such inspection be entitled to examine any books or documents relating to the trans-
port of goods by whatever method. In particular, such examination may be made on or in
connection with frontier stations on railways and navigable waterways or on or in connection
with seaports and aerodromes.

(5) Every local investigation shall be carried out by at least a group of three members
of the Commission of different nationalities.

(6) Members of a Commission of Investigation shall enjoy full diplomatic privileges and
immunities and shall be in possession, in addition to diplomatic passports, of identity certi-
ficates issued by the Secretary-General on behalf of the Council stating their official capacity.
Such members shall furthermore have the right to complete freedom of movement in the
discharge of their duties.

(7) The Commission shall have the right to require of the Government of the country
where the investigation is in progress the provision for its members of first-class hotel accom-
modation, first-class transport by rail and all such other facilities for transport by other means
of locomotion as may reasonably be demanded. The expenses thereby incurred shall be met
by the members of the Commission as provided for in Chapter VIII of the Plan of Organisa-
tion of the Right of Investigation approved by the Council on September 27th, 1924.

The prices for any expenses incurred by the Commission or its members shall be in accord-
ance with those current locally.

CHAPTER II. - FACILITIES TO BE GIVEN BY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE COUNTRY SUBJECT

TO INVESTIGATION.

(1) It will be the duty of the Government concerned, on receipt of a notification from
the Council of the League of Nations that it has decided to exercise the right of investigation
under the relevant Treaty provisions, to take all measures to ensure that the Commission
appointed by the Council for that purpose may accomplish its mission to the fullest extent
in complete freedom and without encountering resistance, whether active or passive, on the
part of any authority or of the local population, and that it shall be assisted in the exercise
of the powers provided for in Chapter I above, in order that in all cases it may possess legal
means for the execution of its mission.

In particular, and without prejudice to the generality of the foregoing obligations, the
Government of the country where the investigation is in progress will afford to Commissions
of Investigation the following facilities:

(a) The Government shall designate a Minister or a Ministerial Department
(hereinafter referred to as " the Appointed Ministry ") where all communications
on the subject of investigations prescribed by the Council of the League can
be addressed. It is understood that the Commission of Investigation will, through
its President, make all necessary arrangements direct with the Appointed Ministry.

(b) The Appointed Ministry will supply to the Commission all information
or documents which the Commission may request with a view to ascertaining that
the demilitarisation clauses as well as the military, naval or air clauses of the relevant
Treaty are being observed, and all other Ministries, when so requested by the Com-
mission of Investigation through the Appointed Ministry, shall place at the disposal
of the Commission all archives and correspondence within their possession or power
bearing on the subject-matter of the investigation, and in particular the detailed
lists showing the exact location and quantities of arms, munitions and war material,
as well as the returns relative to the effective strength of units.

(c) A duly qualified military or naval officer and a representative of the
Appointed Ministry shall be attached to the Commission of Investigation for the
duration of its mission and shall be continuously at its disposal as liaison officer.

The Commission shall also be entitled to require that one or more liaison
officers shall be detailed for any Sub-Commission or group constituted by the
Commission.

(d) All liaison officers shall be in receipt of formal written orders from the
Appointed Ministry to comply with any request duly made in the course of its mis-
sion by the Commission of Investigation or any member thereof, and shall also be
furnished with a written authority, signed by the Minister or other authority of the
Appointed Ministry, giving them full powers in relation to any military, naval or civil
authority or any individual to enforce the rights of the Commission of Investigation.

(e) The Government shall issue instructions to al provincial Governments,
military and naval commanders, railway, aerodrome and dock authorities,
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municipal authorities, owners, managers and heads of factories and local policeauthorities, enjoining them to comply at once with any request of the Commissionfor the purpose of conducting its investigation under the relevant Treaty and furtherrequiring the police authorities to supply whatever assistance or protection may berequired. In particular, these instructions shall notify the authorities of the obliga-tions contained in the next following paragraph :
(f) In the event of the liaison officer failing to present himself at any appointedrendezvous, the President of the Commission or the Sub-Commission or groupconcerned shall be entitled :

(i) To call upon the local authority in whose district the investigation isto be made to accompany him officially when making the immediate enquirieswhich he may consider necessary, upon the same conditions as the absent liaisonofficer.
(ii) Should the local authority refuse its assistance, to proceed himself tothe said enquiries so far as the resources at his disposal permit.

(g) A copy of all orders, formal authorities and instructions provided for insub-clauses (d) and (e) hereof shall be furnished by the Government concerned tothe Council of the League of Nations and shall be accompanied by a certificate ofthat Government to the effect that they are fully effective in its national law.Copies of the same orders and formal authorities provided for in sub-clause (d)shall also be forwarded by the Government concerned to all the authorities andpersons mentioned in sub-clause (e) above.

4.

POLITICAL QUESTIONS.

I. QUESTION OF THE FRONTIER BETWEEN TURKEY AND IRAQ.

This question was brought before the Council by a letter dated August 6th, 1924, from theBritish Government, in accordance with the procedure prescribed in Article 3, paragraph 2,of the Treaty of Peace signed at Lausanne on July 24th, 1923. Under the terms of this article,the frontier between Turkey and Iraq was to be laid down in a friendly arrangement to beconcluded between Turkey and Great Britain within nine months. In the event of no agreementbeing reached within the time mentioned, the dispute was to be referred to the Council of theLeague of Nations. The negotiations, which were begun on October 5th, 1923, led to no result,notwithstanding the endeavours to reach an agreement made at the special conference heldat Constantinople between May 19th and June 5th, 1924.
At a meeting on August 30th, 1924, the Council, in view of a request for postponementsubmitted by the Turkish Government, which had not yet received official notice of the depositof ratifications provided for in Article 143 of the Treaty, decided to postpone consideration

of the question until the representative of Turkey could arrive to take part in the discussion.This discussion was begun on September 20th, when the British Government's case wasput by Lord Parmoor, British representative on the Council, and the Turkish Government'scase by Fethi Bey, President of the Turkish Great National Assembly.

(a) CASES OF THE Two GOVERNMENTS.

The Council received two memoranda prepared under the instructions of the Governmentsconcerned. The British memorandum dealt first with the definition of the question, as follows:
"While, therefore, the question now being submitted to the Council, as theBritish Government conceive it, is not whether the Mosul vilayet should belong toTurkey or Iraq, but rather what should be the actual northern boundary of the IraqState, it is necessary that the present memorandum should not only justify the frontier-line now proposed but should recapitulate the reasons for which the British Govern-ment have found it necessary to reject the demand for the rendition of the wholeMosul vilayet.
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The reasons for the frontier-line proposed in the memorandum, whereby the territory of
Iraq would include the whole Mosul vilayet, together with certain places further north
belonging to the Hakkiari vilayet, were summed up as follows:

"From the racial point of view, it has the sole disadvantage of including in Iraq
a few scattered settlements of Turkomans with Turkish sympathies. Even in their
case economic relations are with Bagdad and not with Anatolia. The Turkish claim,
that, because of their existence, there should be included in Turkey a compact body
of pure Arabs and another of Christians, numbering, with the Yezidis, considerably
more than four times the total of the Turkomans, is palpably impracticable. Any
line which would include in Turkey the Turkomans, but exclude the Arabs, would
be both economically and strategically impossible, and would also give to Turkey
the Assyrians, who have repeatedly announced their determination to emigrate or fight
to the death rather than to submit once more to Turkish domination. The British
Government do not believe that this disadvantage - namely, the inclusion in Iraq
of a few Turkoman settlements - is of any real importance. They have for long
been very closely connected with Bagdad; they at present supply a large number
of Government officials, civil and military, in both the Bagdad and Basra vilayets.
But the point has been dealt with at some length because it appears to be the real,
though remarkably slender, foundation upon which the whole structure of the Turkish
claim is based. Politically and economically, the whole of the area under consideration
naturally turns to Bagdad. Strategically, the proposed frontier is nearly ideal, and the
fact that for the greater part of its length it consists of a barren no-man's land, which
cannot possibly be coveted by the neighbours on either side, is of great importance.
There are Arabs to the north-west as far as Diarbekr, there is a large tract of erstwhile
Assyrian country to the north of the proposed frontier, and various Kurdish tribes
to the north of the line have from time to time made overtures to the Iraq Government.
The British Government claim not the utmost extent of valuable territory for which
it would be possible to make out a plausible case, but a frontier which, they are con-
vinced, after due and careful consideration, will conduce more than any other to the
peaceful development and prosperity of the surrounding districts."

The Turkish memorandum stated that that Government claimed the vilayet of Mosul up
to a line running from north-west to south-east, along the Jebel Hamrin, the Jebel Fouhoul,
the Wadi Tartar and the Jebel Sinjar. The main points of the memorandum were summarised
as follows:

" (1) The question at issue between the two Governments consists solely in
determining whether the vilayet of Mosul shall remain under Turkish overeignty,
or whether it shall be annexed to the State of Iraq.

" (2) All ethnographical, political, historical, geographical, economic and
strategic considerations require the maintenance of Turkish sovereignty over the
vilayet of Mosul.

" (3) The British Government admits a majority of Turks and Kurds, as com-
pared to Arabs, who only form a minority of the population, a negligible minority,
according to Turkish estimates.

" (4) The chief argument adduced by the British Government in claiming the
annexation of the vilayet to the State of Iraq is the desire attributed to the population
for separation from Turkey. The documents of British origin quoted in the present
statement confirm the fact that an overwhelming portion of the population does not
desire the union of their country with Iraq, which can lay no claim to the territory
in dispute.

" (5) Notwithstanding the evidence of these facts, the British Government
insists on the tendency of the population to separate from Turkey. The Turkish
Government, on the other hand, maintains the contrary view.

" This divergence of opinion on one and the same question of fact, on the decision
of which would depend the settlement of the question at issue, renders necessary
recourse to an equitable method of establishing the facts. This can only consist of a
plebiscite.

" (6) Therefore the frontier between Turkey and Iraq can only be settled after
the fate of the vilayet of Mosul has been determined with the assistance of a plebiscite
carried out under a minimum of guarantees to ensure freedom of vote."

(b) STATEMENTS MADE BEFORE THE COUNCIL: DEFINITION OF THE QUESTION.

The Council heard the views of each Government in turn at its meeting held on September
20th, 1924. The British representative first asked that the Council should, either itself or by
other means, define the exact scope of the question which had been referred to it under the
Treaty." The British Government ", he said, " invites the Council to rule that the problem
as submitted to it is to define the frontier of the State of Iraq as it actually exists, and not the
disposal of the Mosul vilayet, which has been administered as part of Iraq since its occupation
nearly six years ago. "

As regards procedure, the British Government was opposed .to the principle of defining
the frontier by a plebiscite for the following reasons. It had already undertaken to accept the
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decision of the Council; the population in the vicinity of the frontier could hardly be regarded
as competent to deal with the complicated problems of a boundary settlement; and, lastly,
the holding of a plebiscite in the vicinity of the frontier would be liable to cause disturbances.
The British Government considered that the Council should adopt its ordinary procedure in
such cases of referring the matter to a Commission of disinterested and unbiased persons who
would be provided with the various documents and any further information they might require,
and who, if they thought this necessary, might undertake an enquiry on the spot.

The Turkish representative then recapitulated his Government's views on the nature
of the question brought before the Council. " The problem for settlement, " he said, " consists
in determining whether the vilayet of Mosul ought to remain north or south of the frontier-
line between Turkey and Iraq. The Minutes of the Lausanne Conference leave no doubt as to
this point.

The Turkish representative then summarised the geographical, economic, ethnical and
strategical considerations contained in the Turkish memorandum, and pointed out the diver-
gences in the information supplied by the two Governments both as regards nationality statistics
and as regards economic relations between the Mosul vilayet and the neighbouring districts.
He urged upon the Council the necessity of consulting the population in accordance with the
most recent precedents, and opposed the British suggestion that the search for a solution
should be entrusted to a Commission of Enquiry. " It is difficult ", he said, " to believe that the
necessarily small number of persons with which such a Commission could come into contact
would be able faithfully to interpret the general feelings of the population .... The only just
and equitable means of settling the dispute is, in the view of the Turkish Government, to hold
a plebiscite. "

The British representative urged that the Council should first examine the preliminary
question of the definition of the problem, and should decide upon the best method for settling
this question.

The Turkish representative then again summarised the two arguments put forward on
this point. "The question raised by Lord Parmoor ", he said, " is whether the Council has only
been called upon to settle a frontier between Iraq and Turkey, irrespective of the future of
the vilayet of Mosul..... In the Turkish Government's view, this question of a frontier is as
follows: Should the frontier pass to the north or to the south of the vilayet of Mosul ? "

(C) DEFINITION OF THE COUNCIL'S TASK: UNDERTAKINGS OF THE TWO GOVERNMENTS.

On September 25th, the Swedish representative, who had been appointed Rapporteur,
asked the British and Turkish representatives to make statements concerning the scope of
Article 3, paragraph 2, of the Treaty of Lausanne, which provided for the submission of the
question to the Council, as the latter would require to know exactly the part it had to play
as a result of the agreement between the two parties. First, did both parties consider them-
selves bound in advance by the Council's decision ? The British representative appeared to
interpret the Treaty provisions in this manner, but the Turkish representative had not expressly
indicated his views on the point.

Secondly, the Council was confronted with mutually incompatible definitions of the
question submitted to it. Did both delegations agree that the duty of the Council was not
strictly limited to the mere choice between these opposing conceptions, but that the Council
might seek any other solution which it might consider equitable ?

The first of these two preliminary questions was answered by the British representative
in the affirmative. " The British Government ", he said, " does regard the Treaty as placing
the Council in the position of an arbitrator, whose ultimate award must be accepted in advance
by both parties. Therefore, in the most explicit terms, I desire to say that the British Govern-
ment would consider itself bound by the decision of the Council. "

In regard to the second question, he thought there was more difficulty. Ought not theCouncil first to come to a decision regarding the definition of the question submitted to it
according to the Treaty. The Council had to decide this point in such a way as it might think
right to decide what was really a juridical question. " When," he said, " we have an interpretation
of this article of the Treaty of Lausanne, the Council will retain complete freedom of action
to rectify the existing frontier in any manner it may deem equitable.

Dealing with the first point, the Turkish representative replied that the Turkish Govern-ment recognised the full powers of the Council as conferred upon it by Article 15 of the
Covenant.

As regards the second question, he said that, while his Government still claimed thesouthern frontier of the vilayet of Mosul, it was willing to accept any frontier based uponthe wishes of the inhabitants. "The finding of an equitable solution ", he said, " would mean
the complete settlement of the whole dispute. "

The Swedish representative noted that both Governments were willing to recognise theCouncil's decision, but that they were still in disagreement as to the second question, andasked the Council to postpone the discussion in order to enable him to consider, in consulta-
tion with the two parties, this latter point. The result of his conversations with the opposing
parties was communicated to the Council on September 30th, 1924, as follows:

" Lord Parmoor reminded me that the effect of his declaration to the Council
was that his Government accepted in advance the Council's decision regarding the
frontier between Turkey and Iraq. He observed that the problem before the Council
was to find the best possible frontier. The British Government has already indicated
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where, in its opinion, this should be drawn, but the undertaking referred to above,
to abide by the eventual decision of the Council, shows that the British Government
fully recognises the right of the Council to draw the frontier between Turkey and
Iraq on any line which the Council may adopt, after due investigation and consi-
deration.

" His Excellency Fethi Bey, to whom I communicated the results of this conver-
sation, informed me that the misunderstanding which had arisen appeared to him
to be dispelled, and that he agreed to the question being submitted in the form
indicated by Lord Parmoor....

"I asked His Excellency Fethi Bey if he could, on behalf of his Government,
now give an undertaking to accept the Council's recommendation. His Excellency
Fethi Bey replied that on this point there was no disagreement between his Govern-
ment and the British Government and that he would be prepared to make a decla-
ration in the sense referred to, at the same time adding that he was convinced that
the Council would base its decision, in the first place, on the wishes of the inhabitants."

(d) RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL.

After the British and Turkish representatives had confirmed their declarations as given
to the Swedish representative, the latter proposed the following resolution, which was adopted
by the Council:

" The Council, having had the question of the delimitation of the frontier between
Turkey and Iraq referred to it under Article 3, paragraph 2, of the Treaty of Lausanne;

"Having heard the statements of the representatives of the British and Turkish
Governments, who undertook on behalf of their respective Governments to accept
in advance the decision of the Council on the question referred to it;

" With a view to collecting the facts and data which it requires to fulfil the
mission entrusted to it under Article 3, paragraph 2, of the Treaty of Lausanne;

" Decides to set up a special Committee of three members. This Committee shall
lay before the Council all information and all suggestions which may be of a nature
to assist it in reaching a decision. It shall give due consideration to the existing docu-
ments and to the views expressed by the interested parties both as regards the proce-
dure and as regards the substance of the question. It shall receive all communica-
tions which the parties may wish to transmit to it. It may proceed to investigations
on the spot and in that case may avail itself of the services of advisers appointed
respectively by each of the two Governments concerned.

"The Committee shall fix its own procedure. The Secretary-General shall furnish
it with the necessary staff and shall advance it the funds which it may require, such
advances to be refunded to the League in equal proportions by the Governments
concerned. The Council instructs its President and its Rapporteur on this question
to appoint the members of the said Committee by common agreement.

" The Council notes the declarations of the British and Turkish Governments
to the effect that, pending the decision to be reached on the subject of the frontier,
no military or other movement shall take place which might modify in any way the
present state of the territories whose final fate will depend upon that decision.

(e) INCIDENTS ON THE PROVISIONAL FRONTIER.

The inclusion of the last paragraph in the foregoing resolution was due to the charges
made by both the British and Turkish Governments as regards infractions of the undertaking
given at the end of Article 3 of the Lausanne Treaty, which reads as follows:

" The Turkish and British Governments reciprocally undertake that, pending
the decision to be reached on the subject of the frontier, no military or other move-
ment shall take place which might modify in any way the present state of the
territories, of which the final fate will depend upon that decision. 

At the meeting held on September 20th, the Turkish representative intimated that his
Government had just sent a note of protest to the British Government with regard to certain
operations conducted beyond the status quo frontier by the air forces stationed in Iraq, leaving
dead and wounded on the Turkish side. The Turkish Government fea ed lest the effect of these
operations might be to create a de facto situation north of the line in question. The British
representative replied that his information was not in accord with that supplied by the Turkish
Government, no forces from the Iraq side having, so far as his information went, crossed the
provisional frontier.

On September 25th, Lord Parmoor in turn informed the Council of a protest made by
the British Government against the movements of Turkish troops in the vicinity of Zakho
and Amadia, south of the status quo frontier. These movements had called for intervention
by British aircraft, whose machine-guns had caused losses among the invaders. The British
Government regarded the incursion of Turkish regular troops into the zone administered by
the British authorities at the date of the signature of the Lausanne Treaty as constituting
a violation of Article 3, paragraph 2, of the Treaty and desired to call the Council's attention
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to these facts as being likely to affect international relations, under the terms of Article 11 of
the Covenant.

The resolution adopted on September 30th, 1924, was immediately accepted by both parties.
With regard to the frontier incidents the British representative stated that, on behalf of the
British Government, he gave the most absolute undertaking that the obligation mentioned
at the end of Article 3 of the Lausanne Treaty would be observed. The Turkish representative,
while declaring that the Turkish Government had remained faithful to its undertaking, gave
an assurance that his Government would do nothing to modify the status quo frontier-line.

(f) BRITISH GOVERNMENT'S APPEAL: DEFINITION OF THE STATUS Quo FRONTIER-LINE
(Brussels, October 1924).

On October 14th, 1924, the British Government intimated that a dispute had arisen between
it and the Turkish Government in regard to the real intention of the Council in adopting the
last paragraph of the resolution of September 30th, 1924, relative to the maintenance of the
status quo on the provisional frontier. The Turkish Government had offered to submit its inter-
pretation of the resolution to the Council. The British Government accepted this offer and
asked that the Council should be urgently convened in order to settle the question.

The Council met at Brussels on October 27th, 1924, when the British representative pointed
out that the resolution o' September 30th repeated verbatim the provisions of Article 3 of
the Lausanne Treaty relative to the observance of the status quo. The " present state" of the
territories could only mean their state at the time of signing the Treaty. In their recent move-
ments the Turkish troops had crossed the boundary line of the territories effectively admi-
nistered at that date, and since, by the Iraq authorities. Moreover, another district further
north in the upper waters of the Greater Zab and inhabited, since the time when they fled from
their homes in 1916, by certain Christian Assyrians, was not, at the time of signing the Treaty,
either occupied or administered by Turkey; this district should, in the British Government's
view, be maintained in the status quo existing at that date, pending the Council's decision fixing
the final frontier line.

Since the Council's decision of September 30th, 1924, Turkish forces had not merely been
retained in their positions beyond the status quo line, but had advanced even further and the
British Government, after protesting to the Turkish Government, had notified the latter on
October 9th that, unless the withdrawal of the Turkish troops was effected by October 11th,
it would resume complete liberty of action. In view, however, of the further session of the
Council of the League for the purpose of removing any doubt as to the meaning of the under-
takings given by either party at Geneva on September 30th, the British Government had
instructed the British forces in Iraq to refrain from attacking or driving back the Turkish
forces. Notwithstanding the reiterated charges made by the Turkish Government since Decem-
ber 1923, no British aircraft had at any time flown over territory occupied by Turkey. If the
situation created by the advance of the Turkish forces were to continue, the British Govern-
ment apprehended the probability of serious incidents.

The Turkish representative stated that his Government recognised the maintenance of
the status quo as on July 24th, 1923, as obligatory under the Treaty, but held that this status
quo had not been observed by Great Britain, since Sulaimanieh had only been occupied by
the British authorities one year after the signature of the Treaty and certain deputies for Mosul
vilayet, which was disputed territory, had been admitted on April 3rd, 1924, to the Iraq Assembly.
The Turkish Government did not insist upon an interpretation of the decision of September
30th, 1924, to the effect that the present state of the territories in question would be their
state on the date on which the Council's decision was taken. The status quo line, however, could
not go beyond the administrative frontier of Mosul vilayet, for Turkish sovereignty over the
vilayet of Hakkiari, which was immediately north, had never been contested. In the Turkish
Government's opinion this administrative line corresponded approximately to the status quo
line, although the latter, in point of fact, was somewhat further south. It was for the Council
accordingly to find an accurate definition of this line which should be respected by both parties.
The Turkish Government was prepared to accept the Council's decision.

At the meeting held on October 29th, 1924, the Swedish representative, who, in conjunction
with two of his colleagues, had first conferred with the representatives of both parties, proposed
that the Council should settle the difficulties which had arisen with regard to the definition
of the de facto position at the date of signing the Treaty by laying down a line which would
mark the extreme limit of the territories which might be occupied or administered by either
party pending the establishment of the final frontier between Turkey and Iraq. The resolu-
tion adopted by the Council gives a description of this line', and prescribes that " any area
which at present is occupied or administered in contravention of the terms of the present
resolution shall be evacuated not later than November 15th, 1924 ".

The British and Turkish representatives accepted the resolution, which was put into force
without any difficulty arising.

(g) COMMISSION OF ENQUIRY.

The composition of the Commission of Enquiry appointed to examine the question of
the frontier between Iraq and Turkey was announced on October 31st, 1924. It consists of Count
Paul TELEKI, former Prime Minister of Hungary, M. de WIRSEN, Swedish Minister Plenipo-
tentiary at Bucharest, and Colonel PAULIS (retired), Belgian Army. The Commission met at

1 See Official Journal, November 1924, page 1660, and map, page 1671.
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Geneva on November 13th and chose as President M. de WIRSEN. After studying the various
records and visiting the British Government in London and the Turkish Government at Angora,
it went to Mesopotamia to continue its enquiry on the spot. The Commission returned to
Europe in April and immediately began the preparation of its report to the Council.

II. EXPULSION OF THE (ECUMENICAL PATRIARCH FROM CONSTANTINOPLE.

By a telegram dated February 11th, 1925, the Greek Government informed the Secretary-
General that the Turkish authorities at Constantinople had ordered His Holiness Mgr. Con-
stantine, (Ecumenical Patriarch and Archbishop of Constantinople, to leave Constantinople,
and had conducted him forcibly to the frontier. The Greek Government considered that
this expulsion constituted " a serious infringement of the Lausanne agreements regarding
the constitution of the Patriarchate and its activities, an infringement of Article 12 of the Con-
vention for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations 1, an infringement of the Mixed Com-
mission's decision of January 28th, 19252, and of the decisions taken at Brussels before the
Council on October 31st, 1924, in virtue of which Turkey undertook to carry out loyally all
decisions adopted by the majority of the Mixed Commission ". The Greek Government,
considering that the situation thus created threatened to affect the relations between Greece
and Turkey, felt obliged to appeal to the League, in virtue of paragraph 2 of Article 11 of the
Covenant, and requested the Secretary-General to place the dispute before the Council as
soon as it met.

On March 1st, 1925, the Turkish Government informed the Secretary-General that, in
exchanging Mgr. Constantine, the Constantinople authorities had based their action on a
decision of the Mixed Commission - the only authority competent to deal with this matter
- which recognised that Mgr. Constantine came within the category of exchangeable persons
by reason of his place of birth and the date of his arrival in Constantinople, and that the
authorities had merely carried out the provisions of the Exchange Convention, which were com-
pulsory. There was no clause in this Convention by which a person fulfilling the conditions
rendering him liable to compulsory exchange might be exempted therefrom on the grounds
of his office or status.

The Turkish Government failed to see what connection there could be between the
Patriarchate and the departure from Turkey of a person subject to compulsory exchange. The
Patriarchate was a Turkish domestic institution, the constitution and administration of which
were governed by Turkish laws and regulations; there were no provisions whatever in the
Treaty of Lausanne on which a contrary view could be based. There existed no clause giving
one or several foreign Powers the right to intervene in the constitution and administration
of this institution; furthermore, notwithstanding the assertions contained in the Greek
Government's communication, neither the Treaty of Lausanne nor the agreements, conven-
tions, declarations, protocols and letters signed at that place contained the slightest allusion
to the Patriarchate.

As regards the declaration made by the representative of Turkey at Lausanne on January
10th, 1923, withdrawing his original demand that the Patriarchate be removed from Con-
stantinople, the Turkish Government did not see in what particular it had failed to conform
to it. The Turkish Government categorically denied the assertions of the Greek Government
that the expulsion of Mgr. Constantine constituted an infringement of Article 12 of the Conven-
tion, of the Mixed Commission's decision of January 28th, 1925, and of the decisions taken
at Brussels on October 31st, 1924, in virtue of which both Governments would loyally fulfil
whatever decision the majority of the Mixed Commission might take.

Mgr. Constantine was exchanged because the Sixth Sub-Committee of the Mixed Com-
mission itself declared him to be exchangeable. In deciding first of all that Mgr. Constantine
would, as an individual, fulfil the necessary requirements rendering him subject to exchange,
and stating that it" was not competent to decide in the case of this prelate in view of his status
as a metropolitan ", the Mixed Commission was acting in accordance with the Convention
signed at Lausanne; and on the strength of these statements the Turkish authorities were
entitled to exchange Mgr. Constantine, seeing that, under the Exchange Convention, this
Commission and its organisations were alone competent to decide whether any person was
individually subject to compulsory exchange and that it was not within their competence
to take a person's status or office into consideration. The Mixed Commission was not
empowered to modify the clear categorical stipulations of the Convention, which made
compulsory the exchange of any person classed as exchangeable by reason of his place of
birth and the date of his arrival in Constantinople.

The Turkish Government considered, therefore, that it had scrupulously respected the
powers conferred upon the Mixed Commission and loyally carried out its decisions in accor-
dance with the Convention. Had it been otherwise, the Commission would have made repre-
sentations to the Turkish Government and would have declared that it had not respected
the Convention. So far as the Turkish Government was aware, nothing of the kind had
occurred up to the present.

This article provides that the Mixed Commission shall supervise the emigration provided 'for in the Convention,
shall settle the methods to be followed as regards the emigration, and, in a general way, shall have full power to take
the measures necessitated by the execution of the Convention and to decide all questions to which the Convention may
give rise.

2 In this decision, the Mixed Commission recognised that the conditions required for compulsory exchange would
apply to Mgr. Constantine considered as a private individual, but that, in view of his ecclesiastical quality, it was
not within its competence to give a decision in his case.
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The Turkish Government was of opinion that the Greek Government wished to take
advantage of this opportunity to endeavour to make the Patriarchate into an international
institution and so interfere in Turkish domestic affairs, whereas no international treaty or
convention contained any provisions regarding that institution.

The Turkish Government felt thus compelled to prevent an international character being
conferred upon the Patriarchate, to prevent the modification of the terms of the Convention
on the Exchange of Populations by confusing the question arising out of the exchange of a
compulsorily exchangeable person with that of the maintenance of the Patriarchate, whose
existence no one was thinking of threatening, and, finally, to prevent a pretext being found
for future interference in Turkish domestic affairs.

The Turkish Government considered it would be a breach of proper legal procedure if a
question which the Mixed Commission was exclusively competent to decide, and had in fact
finally settled, should be referred to another authority. It could not in any case be so referred
without the consent of the contending parties, and the Turkish Government saw no reason
for divesting the Mixed Commission of its authority.

The Turkish Government had the greatest respect and the highest esteem for the League
of Nations. Whenever Turkey had been asked by the Council to attend its meetings for the
consideration of matters which were not domestic, and the settlement of which had not been
referred to some other authority under a treaty or convention, it had made a point of com-
plying with the invitation ; on several occasions it had even suggested of its own accord that
the matter at issue should be laid before the Council. This was a sufficient indication of the
Turkish respect for the League of Nations. The circumstances which had led to the invitation
just received by the Turkish Government from the Secretary-General to attend the forthcoming
session of the Council were, however, wholly different in character, for, of the two issues which
Greece wished to raise, one, that of the Patriarchate, was for Turkey a domestic matter,
while the other, that of the exchange of Mgr. Constantine, was properly a matter for the Mixed
Commission set up under a convention signed by Greece itself. Under the circumstances,
the Turkish Government regretted that it could not agree to these two questions being laid
before the Council of the League. It therefore urged the Council not to consider the appeal
of the Greek Government in this matter.

The appeal of the Greek Government came before the Council on March 14th, 1925.
The representative of Greece was present, but the Council was informed that the representa-
tives of Turkey present at the session for other questions were not empowered by their Govern-
ment to attend for the consideration of this question.

The Rapporteur pointed out that the Turkish Government had raised a question of a
legal character upon the answer to which would have to depend subsequent proceedings,
since the limits of the competence of the Council in the matter would have to be determined.
He therefore suggested that the Council should ask the Permanent Court of International
Justice for an advisory opinion. The Council decided to ask the Court for an opinion on
the following question :

" Do the objections to the competence of the Council raised by the Turkish
Government in its letter of March 1st, which is communicated to the Court, preclude
the Council from being competent in the matter brought before it by the Greek
Government by its telegram to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations dated
February 11th, 1925 ?"

In addition to asking the above question, the Council expressed its " sincere hope that
it would be possible for the question at issue to be settled by private negotiation, perhaps
with the good offices of the neutral members of the Mixed Commission "

The Greek Government, by a letter dated June 1st, 1925, informed the Secretary-
General that it wished to withdraw the request made to the Council on February 11th, 1925.
In the letter from the Greek Government, it is stated that the private negotiations recom-
mended by the Council had taken place and had been successful, and that " the Turkish re-
presentative on the Mixed Commission for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations
had declared that he withdrew definitely the dossiers relating to the exchangeability of the
members of the Holy Synod. The question having therefore been settled and the Greek Pa-
triarch having abdicated, the Holy Synod will proceed with the election of a new Patriarch ".

In this same letter, the Greek Government asked the Secretary-General to be good enough
to inform the Permanent Court of International Justice, in due course, of the solution of the
question.

III. MOSLEMS OF ALBANIAN ORIGIN IN GREECE.

The Albanian Government, by a letter dated August 11th, 1924, brought before the Council,
by virtue of Article 11, paragraph 2, of the Covenant, the question whether the Greek Govern-
ment was carrying out the undertaking entered into at the Conference of Lausanne not to
include in the compulsory exchange of populations between Greece and Turkey Greek Moslems
of Albanian origin.

At the Council meeting of September 29th, 1924, the representative of the Greek Govern-
ment stated that the undertaking entered into at Lausanne was being and would be loyally
and fully carried out by the Greek Government, but that this undertaking created no juridical
obligation as between that Government and the Albanian Government. He added that the
Greek Government considered that the question of ascertaining whether the Albanian minority
in Greece was being treated in conformity with the engagements binding the Greek Govern-
ment in this matter constituted a minorities question properly so called and should be dealt
with as between the League of Nations and the Greek Government, without the intervention
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of any other Ste. The Greek representative stated that his Government was prepared to

accept any suggestion which the Council of the League of Natioons might see fit to make and,

should the necessity arise, to accept the supervision of the League.
The Rapporteur stated that he matter had been brought before the Council by virtue

of Article 11, paragraph 2, of the Covenant, in accordance with which it is declared to be " the

friendly right of each Member of the League to bring to the attention of the Assembly or of

the Council any circumstance whatever affecting international relations which threatens to

disturb international peace or the the good understanding between nations upon which peace
depends ". This provision in Article 11 did not necessarily imply a conflict between two States
but a situation which might subsequently engender a conflict.

When the matter was first laid before the Council 1 the Council considered the Convention
concluded between the Greek and Turkish Governments with regard to the exchange of popu-

lations between the two States and referred the matter by its resolution dated December 17th,

1923, to the attention of the Mixed Commission created under the Convention. The results
of the enquiry held by that Commission were communicated to the Council.

The juridical situation with regard to the Council of the League of Nations had in the

meanwhile changed owing to the entry into force on August 6th, 1924, of the Minorities Treaty

signed by the Greek Government at Sevres on August 10th, 1920, the stipulations of which

had been placed under the guarantee of the League of Nations by virtue of a resolution of the

Council passed on September 26th, 1924. As a result of this, the League of Nations had under-

taken to protect the minorities in Greece, including the minority of Albanian origin, and to

ensure them equal treatment with other Greek citizens.
The Council was therefore faced with two international instruments : a convention which

imposed upon certain Greek nationals the obligation to be transferred to another State and

to renounce their Greek citizenship, and a treaty placed under the guarantee of the League

according to which the Council was bound to ensure equal treatment to all Greek nationals.

It was beyond dispute that the two provisions co-existed, and that the Minorities Treaty could

not be set in opposition to the carrying into effect of the Convention on the Exchange of Popu-

lations. The duty of the League of Nations, according to the Minorities Treaty, was to make
sure, if the fact were disputed, that the carrying into effect of the Convention on the Exchange

of Populations did not go beyond the precise stipulations of that Convention as limited by the

Greek Government itself at the time of the Lausanne Conference in the declaration concerning
individuals of Albanian origin.

This new juridical situation appeared -to the Rapporteur to indicate the procedure to

be followed in reaching a solution of the matter raised by the Albanian Government. The

League of Nations could now itself undertake an examination of the matter considered as

a minority question. It was invited to do so by the Greek Government.
Without wishing in any way to express doubts as to the intentions of the Greek Govern-

ment with regard to the integral carrying-out of its engagements taken at Lausanne and to the

stipulations of the Minorities Treaty, the Rapporteur thought it would be to the advantage

of that Government that full light should be thrown on all the facts relating to the case ; and

he noted with the greatest satisfaction that the Greek representative, by his statement before

the Council, seemed himself to have adopted this point of view.
The Council on September 30th, 1924, decided :

(1) To retain the matter on its agenda but to treat it as a question of the appli-

cation of the Greek Treaty for the Protection of Minorities;

(2) To instruct its Rapporteur to collect all information required to enable him

to submit a report upon the question at the next session of the Council;

(3) To request the Greek Government to take the necessary measures to avoid

creating any fail accompli which might prejudice a final solution of this matter.

Certain aspects of the problem were considered at the extraordinary session of the Council

held at Brussels in October 1924.
At the session of the Council in December 1924 the Rapporteur made his final proposals,

which were adopted by the Council and were to the following effect. He pointed out the close

relation of the problem to the Mixed Commission and to the League, and indicated that the

closest possible co-operation should therefore be established. He thought in consequence

that it would be inexpedient for the Council to appoint new commissioners to carry out an

enquiry or to make recommendations, and he advised the Council to request the neutral mem-

bers of the Mixed Commission for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations to agree

to act as the mandatories of the Council for the protection of the Albanian minority in Greece.

He indicated the procedure which they might wish to follow, that is, the nomination, as agents,

of the Chairmen of the Sub-Commissions in the affected areas, who would report to them and

deal with local events. By the use of the services of these gentlemen, expert knowledge would

be available and no considerable extra expense would be involved. He proposed that the

Chairmen of the Sub-Commissions should be entitled to have at their disposal a person of Alba-

nian origin of their own selection, who would assist them in obtaining information. If possible,

these persons should be Greek nationals, or, if this were found to be impossible, persons of

other nationalities might be chosen in the Chairman's discretion.
The Greek and Turkish Governments gave their consent to this procedure, as did also

the three neutral members of the Mixed Commission. Preliminary reports have already been

received from the neutral members mandatories of the League.

'See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 23, page 268.
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IV. THE QUESTION OF THE FRONTIERS OF ALBANIA.

Various questions concerning the delimitation of the frontiers of Albania were broughtbefore the Council by the Albanian Government during its thirtieth session in September 1924.The Albanian Government, by a letter dated September 27th, 1924, complained of thefrontier remaining unsettled in the neighbourhood of Koritza, of San Naoum and of Vermoshe.
As regards Koritza, the representative of Greece informed the Council that the decisionof the Conference of Ambassadors allotting to Albania fourteen villages in the neighbourhood

of Koritza would be carried out by his Government. A draft law authorising the carrying-
out of this decision was about to be submitted to Parliament.

As regards San Naoum, the Council, on June 17th, 1924, had asked for an advisory opi-nion from the Permanent Court of International Justice as to whether the Principal Allied
Powers, by a decision of the Conference of Ambassadors of December 6th, 1922, had exhausted,
in regard to the frontier between Albania and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
at the Monastery of San Naoum, the mission, such as it had been recognised by the interested
parties, which was contemplated in a unanimous resolution by the Assembly of the League
of Nations of October 2nd, 1921.

The Court made known its opinion on September 4th, 1924, which was to the effect thatthe Conference of Ambassadors had exhausted its mission. The Council decided to commu-
nicate the opinion of the Court to the Conference of Ambassadors.

As regards Vermoshe, the representative of the Albanian Government stated that thisdistrict had already been assigned to Albania by the Conference of Ambassadors but that,in view of certain objections raised by the Government of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes, the question had been held over for further investigation.

The Albanian Government further complained of a frontier incident which had occurred
in this region. The representative of the Government of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes informed the Council that such a frontier incident had, in fact, occurred, butexpressed different views as to the responsibility for it.

At the time that the matter was discussed before the Council (October 3rd, 1924),the incident had in fact been liquidated, and the representatives of both Governments
informed the Council of their desire to see their common frontier finally delimited with aslittle delay as possible.

The Council, on the same day, decided to address a communication to the Conference ofAmbassadors expressing the opinion that incidents endangering the good relations between
neighbouring countries were to be expected so long as the frontiers between them were notsettled, and that the only fundamental solution of such misunderstandings was to draw well-
defined and understood frontiers which might subsequently be respected by all.

The Council therefore most earnestly urged the Conference of Ambassadors and the Powers
represented on it to complete the delimitation of the Albanian frontiers at the earliest possible
moment, and, in any case, before the beginning of the forthcoming winter.

V. APPEAL BY THE ALBANIAN GOVERNMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH
ARTICLES 12 AND 15 OF THE COVENANT.

On December 20th, 1924, the representative of the Albanian Government, at that timepresided over by Mgr. Fan Noli, informed the Secretary-General that acts of aggressionhad been committed by the forces of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes onthe north and north-eastern frontier of Albania. The Albanian Government requested thatthe matter be laid before the Council in accordance with Articles 12 and 15 of the Covenant
of the League of Nations. Acting in conformity with paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article 15, theSecretary-General requested the Governments of Albania and of the Kingdom of the Serbs,Croats and Slovenes to furnish him with any information which might be of value for the inves-tigation provided for in Article 15.

In a letter dated December 24th, 1924, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Kingdom
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes replied to the allegations of the Albanian Government, whichhe described as having absolutely no foundation ; the troubles then occurring in Albania were
stated to be entirely due to the discontent of the population, and it was with a view to con-
cealing the real reasons for this discontent that these accusations were brought against a neigh-
bouring State. The letter concluded by saying that in regard to the events then occurring
in Albania, which were a purely domestic matter and in which no official or agent of the Kingdom
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes had played any part whatsoever, the Government wouldmaintain the attitude of a disinterested spectator, and that its one and only aim in its Albanian
policy was to promote the development of the independent State of Albania.

During the month of February 1925, after the political change which had taken place inAlbania, the Albanian Government, at that time presided over by His Excellency Achmet
Bey Zogou, who had been elected by the Assembly at Tirana as President of the Albanian
Republic, requested the Secretary-General to withdraw from the agenda of the March ses-sion of the Council the request laid before it by the previous Albanian Government in virtueof Article 15 of the Covenant. The communication stated that the accusations brought againstthe Government of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes were unfounded and were not endorsed by
the new Albanian Government.
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VI. EXCHANGE OF GREEK AND TURKISH POPULATIONS.

GREEK MINORITY IN CONSTANTINOPLE AND TURKISH MINORITY IN WESTERN THRACE.

This matter first came before the Council at its extraordinary session held in October
1924. The Greek Government informed the Council that, during the autumn of 1924, the
Mixed Commission for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations was called upon to
give a decision regarding the definition of the word " established " contained in paragraph 2
of Article 2 of the Convention on the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations (Annex 6,
Treaty of Lausanne). According to that paragraph, all Greeks who were already " established "
before October 30th, 1918, within the areas under the Prefecture of the City of Constantinople,
as defined by the law of 1912, were not to be included in the compulsory exchange provided
for by Article 1 of the Convention.

The Greek Government stated that, owing to obstacles and delays due to the Turkish
delegation on the Mixed Commission, the work of the Commission had been interrupted, and
that later the Turkish members had tried to bring forward proposals which constituted a modi-
fication of the Convention. On the refusal of the Greek representatives to accept these modi-
fications, the Turkish Government, on its own initiative, had proceeded to arrest Greeks who
were Turkish subjects, on the plea that they had been established in Constantinople subse-
quently to October 30th, 1918; but, as a matter of fact, they had arrested them indiscriminately.
The Turkish Government had therefore arrogated to itself the powers of the Mixed Commission,
which alone was competent, after having given an interpretation of the term " established ",
to decide who should leave Constantinople and who should remain there.

The Treaty of Lausanne having thus, in the opinion of the Greek Government, been in-
fringed by these measures on the part of the Turkish Government, the Greek Government,
in virtue of Article 11 of the Covenant, appealed to the Council, considering the matter to be
one which affected international relations and threatened to disturb international peace and
the good understanding upon which the good relations between nations depend. It was
represented in the Greek note that the Turkish Government had violated the Convention:

(1) By arrogating to itself the duties of the Mixed Commission and by carrying
out on its own initiative and by its own agents the removal of the Greeks whom it
alleged to be subject to exchange;

(2) By giving to the term " established " a meaning which was at variance
with that laid down by the Treaty and the minutes of the negotiations;

(3) By not awaiting the decision of the Mixed Commission on this point but
endeavouring to force the Commission to adopt the Turkish point of view by dilatory
measures, intimidation and by creating a fait accompli.

The Greek Government stated that it considered its appeal to be justified also by Article
14 of the Covenant, since in a general way a formal violation of the rights of minorities had
been committed by the arbitrary extension of the measures of exchange, which were to have
been applied within the narrow and strictly defined limits laid down by the provisions of the
special Convention.

The matter was discussed at a meeting of the Council held on October 31st, 1924. The
representative of Greece added to the information given above that on October 18th and during
the five following days the authorities at Constantinople had arrested some 4,450 persons,
of whom, according to him, 3,782 were arrested arbitrarily and illegally. In view of this a
situation was created to which Article 11, paragraph 2, of the Covenant applied. Fortunately,
continued the representative of Greece, the mere announcement that the Greek Government
intended to appeal to the Council was sufficient to ease the tension. On October 24th the
Turkish authorities agreed that persons who were declared non-liable to exchange were to be
finally set free, and persons whose exchange was in dispute were to be furnished with special
certificates and protected from any further arbitrary arrest. Thus, the conflict was fortu-
nately no longer acute, but a conflict did still remain, since the parties had not yet reached
an agreement on the meaning of the word " established " and were awaiting a final decision
from the Commission.

In addition, the representative of Greece informed the Council that, in accordance with
Article 16 of the Convention on the Exchange of Populations, persons not liable to exchange
might, if they were at the time outside Turkish territory, return unhindered to Constantinople
and freely dispose of their property. He stated that, in fact, it was materially impossible
for these Turkish nationals of Greek origin to return. They were treated as absentees of un-
known domicile, and on these grounds a law was applied to them which was passed in respect
of so-called abandoned property. In many cases they had given a power of attorney to agents
on the spot, but the latter never succeeded in carrying out their duties. Such a situation
created bitter feelings and prevented the Greek Government attaining that mutual under-
standing which it was anxious to establish with the Turkish Government. He mentioned the
precarious situation of Greek banking establishments whose property and the deposits of
whose clients were still sequestrated. He referred to the precarious position of the (Ecumenical
Patriarchate, the authority of which was accepted by the Lausanne Conference but which,
in fact, was not able to carry out its duties because the prelates who formed the Holy Synod
were requested to leave Constantinople on the pretext that they were not established there.

The representative of Turkey replied to these charges, stating that at no time had the
Turkish Government encroached upon the duties of the Mixed Commission, nor had it carried
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out any expulsions on its own initiative. Any such measures had been taken solely in exe-
cution of the decisions of the Mixed Commission. He explained that the date of evacuation
of the inhabitants of Constantinople liable to exchange had, as early as May 9th, 1924, been
fixed by the Mixed Commission for the month of October; a certain class of these persons
was therefore to leave the country, in virtue of a decision of the Sub-Committee, during the
month of October, with a time-limit of ten days. It was only upon the expiration of this
time-limit and in conformity with the Commission's decision - and not on its own
initiative - that the Turkish administration had taken measures.

As regards the question of the interpretation of the word " established ", the Turkish
Government had always accepted and would always accept the Mixed Commission's decisions.
He denied that obstacles had been placed by the Turkish delegation in the way of the work
of the Commission, and stated on behalf of his Government that the latter acknowledged the
Mixed Commission's authority, conferred upon it by the Convention. He added that the
representative of Greece had introduced into his statement before the Council questions not
mentioned in the Greek Government's official note. He had referred to Greeks who, under
the terms of the Convention, should have been allowed to return to Constantinople and were
prevented from doing so by the Turkish authorities and were therefore not able to resume
possession of their property. The Turkish representative pointed out to the Council that an
even greater number of Turks were in the same position. More than 50,000 Turks in Western
Thrace, whose property had been confiscated by the Greek Government, were not able to
resume possession of their property and were in a state of lamentable destitution.

As regards the rights of minorities, the Turkish Government would remain faithful to the
undertaking it had entered into in virtue of the Treaty of Lausanne; but if an enquiry were
instituted regarding the treatment of minorities in both countries, outside the competence
of the Mixed Commission, the Turkish Government would welcome an enquiry on the position
of Turks in Western Thrace as well as that of Greeks in Constantinople; this question of the
rights of minorities was not within the competence of the Mixed Commission. He relied
entirely on the Council of the League of Nations to decide whether such an enquiry should be
instituted. The Greek representative subsequently associated himself with the representative
of Turkey in submitting to the decision of the Council the question whether an enquiry should
be made into the treatment of minorities.

On the same day, October 31st, 1924, the Rapporteur submitted proposals to the Council,
which were adopted. He noted that both Governments agreed that th e Mixed Commission
for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations was the authority competent to deal
with the difficulties at issue and that everything should be done to facilitate its task. There
could therefore be no doubt that both Governments would arrange, when the President sum-
moned a full meeting of the Commission, to be duly represented. He suggested that the
President of the Commission, who was present at the Council table, should, as soon as he re-
turned to Constantinople, convoke an early meeting of the full Commission in order that the
points at issue in regard to the Convention might be finally determined. The Council could
feel assured that both Governments would not only refrain from any prejudicial action pending
such determination but would also, in accordance with the Convention, loyally fulfil whatever
decisions the majority of the Mixed Commission might take. Should, however, the members
of the Commission feel that there were in the Convention points of great legal difficulty which
they doubted whether they had sufficient juridical knowledge to interpret, it was always open to
them to ask the two Governments signatories of the Convention to place the matter before
the Permanent Court of International Justice, whose special duty it was to undertake the inter-
pretation of treaties. The Council would be willing, should the Mixed Commission desire it,
to ask the Court for an advisory opinion on such points. If any such action were taken, it
would, of course, be necessary that, pending a pronouncement by the Court, nothing should
be done which would prejudice in any way the personal and material interests of the popula-
tions which might be affected directly or indirectly by the decisions taken. In view of the
appeal to the Council under Article 11 of the Covenant, the Rapporteur suggested that the
Council would feel happy if the Commission found it possible to send it from time to time, for
its information, reports as to the progress which was being made.

As to the question of the treatment of minorities proper, the Council had taken note of
the statements made that the two parties agreed to an enquiry being undertaken, if necessary,
by the Council as to the position of the minority of Greek race in Constantinople and the minority
of Turkish race in Western Thrace. The treatment of these minorities had, however, only
been brought before the Council that very afternoon, and the Council could hardly take a
decision on a matter of such importance without full knowledge of the facts. The Rapporteur
therefore asked the representatives of the two Governments to send full statements, so that
the Council might duly consider the subject at its next session in December.

At its meeting on December 13th, 1924, this question again came before the Council,
under two aspects. The Council was asked by the Mixed Commission to obtain from the
Permanent Court of International Justice an advisory opinion on the dispute regarding the
interpretation of Article 2 of the Convention for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations
signed at Lausanne on January 30th, 1923. The Council decided to ask the Court the follow-
ing question:

" What meaning and scope should be attributed to the word established
in Article 2 of the Convention of Lausanne of January 30th, 1923, regarding the
exchange of Greek and Turkish populations, in regard to which discussions have
arisen and arguments have been put forward, which are contained in the documents
communicated by the Mixed Commission ? And what conditions must the persons
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who are described in Article 2 of the Convention of Lausanne under the name of
' Greek inhabitants of Constantinople ' fulfil in order that they may be considered
as ' established ' under the terms of the Convention and exempt from compulsory
exchange ?"

The reply of the Court was received in time for the Council to take note of it at its meeting
on March 11th, 1925, and the Secretary-General was directed to transmit it to the Mixed
Commission. The opinion of the Court was to the effect:

(1) That the purpose of the word ' established ' in Article 2 of the Convention
of Lausanne of January 30th, 1923, regarding the exchange of Greek and Turkish
populations, is to indicate the conditions in point of time and place on which depends
the liability to exchange of Greeks and Moslems who respectively inhabit Constanti-
nople or Western Thrace; that this word refers to a situation of fact constituted,
in the case of the persons in question, by residence of a lasting nature;

" (2) That, in order that the persons referred to in Article 2 of the Convention
of Lausanne as ' Greek inhabitants of Constantinople ' may be considered as ' esta-
blished' under the terms of the Convention and exempted from the compulsory
exchange, they must reside within the boundaries of the Prefecture of the City of
Constantinople as defined by the law of 1912; have arrived there, no matter whence
they came, at some date previous to October 30th, 1918; and have had, prior to
that date, -the intention of residing there for an extended period. "

The Rapporteur hoped that, as a result of the opinion given by the Permanent Court of
International Justice, the task of the Mixed Commission would be rendered much easier, as
he had no doubt that the Mixed Commission would attribute to this opinion the same high
value and authority which the Council always gave to the opinions of the Permanent Court.
The representatives of Greece and Turkey associated themselves with this view.

At the December session of the Council, further consideration of the question of the Greek
minority in Constantinople and the Turkish minority in Western Thrace was postponed, the
memoranda of the two Governments having been received too late to be considered during
that session. In view of the inevitable delay involved by this postponement, the Rapporteur,
with the agreement of the interested parties, renewed the recommendation that, pending further
action by the Council, nothing prejudicial to the personal and material interests of the popu-
lations involved should be allowed.

At the meeting of the Council on March 11th, 1925, the Rapporteur stated that, after
studying the documents submitted by the two Governments, he had come to the conclusion
that the wisest course that the Council could take was to follow the same procedure as had
been taken in the case of the Moslems of Albanian origin in Greece, that is, to request the neutral
members of the Mixed Commission for the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations to
undertake, on behalf of the League of Nations, the desired enquiry into the position of the
Greek minority in Constantinople and the Turkish minority in Western Thrace as regards the
rights under Article 16 of the Convention concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Popu-
lations. The neutral members, who subsequently accepted the mission they were asked to
undertake, were requested to send a report to the Council in time for it to be considered at the
June session.

VII. COMMUNICATION FROM THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT RELATIVE TO
THE CONDITIONS FOR GERMANY'S ADMISSION TO THE LEAGUE.

On December 12th, 1924, the German Government sent to the Secretary-General a letter
relative to the conditions under which Germany might at a later date apply for admission
to the League. This letter, which the German Government requested the Secretary-General
" to place before the competent authorities of the League ", was accompanied by a memorandum
which the Government had previously forwarded to the Powers represented on the Council.

(a) THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT'S LETTER.

Considering that political developments during the past year had rendered it possible
for Germany to join the League of Nations, the German Government had resolved in September
1924 to consider the question of its admission to the League in the near future. For this
reason, it had first entered into communication with the Governments represented on the
Council and submitted to them a memorandum having for its object the elucidation of certain
important problems connected with Germany's co-operation in the League.

Having received the answers to the memorandum, the German Government noted with
pleasure that its decision had been accorded full approval by the Members of the Council.
It believed that the replies justified it in concluding that its wish for Germany to have a seat
on the Council was being favourably considered by the Governments now represented on that
body.

As regards a second point, that of Germany's participation in the sanctions contemplated
by Article 16 of the Covenant, the replies of the Members of the Council had not yet led to the
conclusion desired by the German Government. The latter was desirous of finding a way
out of the difficulties in which Germany, on account of the Reich's peculiar situation, might

3
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become involved by the application of Article 16. In their replies, the Governments had
either left these difficulties out of consideration or had not sufficiently appreciated the appre-
hensions of the German Government. They had all given expression to the opinion that
Germany's application for admission to the League should be made without reservations and
without restrictions, and, as regards the other questions raised by the Reich, confined themselves
to stating -that the League was the competent body to decide them.

The problem at issue appeared to the German Government to be of such extraordinary
importance that it could not simply leave it for later consideration ; it saw no alternative but
to submit the problem to the League itself, in the hope that the latter would recognise the
necessity for a prior discussion.

The sanctions contemplated by Article 16 against a Covenant-breaking State " bind the
Members of the League to economic and military measures such as in general have hitherto
implied a state of war; in any case, the States participating in such measures must expect
to be treated as belligerents by the State affected ". The Covenant offered no sure protection
against this danger, although provision was, of course, made for conducting military operations,
but the part to be taken by each Member of the League was left to its discretion. The success
of sanctions, moreover, might be jeopardised when they were directed against States having
at their disposal a powerful war equipment. The risk involved in this state of affairs was,
in the German Government's opinion, particularly formidable for a country like Germany,
centrally situated and completely disarmed.

The letter then goes on to recapitulate the military clauses of the Peace Treaty, which
prescribe the limitation of the German army's effectives to 100,000 men, the abolition of com-
pulsory service, the prohibition of the training of reserves, and of all mobilisation measures,
the suppression of heavy artillery, military aircraft and tanks, the destruction of fortified
works, except a few antiquated fortresses, the demilitarisation of a zone 55,000 square kilo-
metres in area to the advantage of Germany's neighbours, the restrictions placed on the manu-
facture of war material in existing factories, the demolition of machinery rendering impossible
any rapid adaptation of other factories in the event of international complications, and, finally,
the reduction of the fleet far below the limits fixed in the Washington Agreement of February 6th,
1922. On the other hand, the possibilities of the other European States as to land armaments
were entirely unlimited and their output of modern war material subject to no restriction.

Germany, "militarily quite impotent in the midst of a heavily armed Europe", would
accordingly be incapable of effectively protecting her territory against a military invasion
should the measures provided for in Article 16 of the Covenant lead to hostilities. Completely
dependent upon such protection as the other Members of the League might voluntarily afford,
" she would be predestined to be the scene of European League wars ". In the most favour-
able circumstances she would have to rely on the support of foreign troops who would not
be directly concerned in the defence of German soil, while her own troops, in view of their
small numbers and lack of all modern means of warfare, would be reduced to a secondary role.

The organisation of the League is bound up with the principle of a general reduction of
armaments, but, even if that reduction were effected in accordance with the programme of
the League, it would never exceed, so far as the other States were concerned, the requirements
of national safety or of the enforcement of the international obligations imposed by the
Covenant. The general standard of armaments therefore would even then be far higher than
that of Germany's armaments as stipulated in the Treaty of Versailles.

It was the opinion of the German Government that there was only one way out of the diffi-
culties arising from this disparity. In the case of Germany's participation in the execution
of sanctions, Germany ought to be at liberty to determine how far she would take an active
part in them. " This is no special privilege which Germany is demanding. She merely asks
that her peculiar position be taken into consideration when her obligations as a Member of
the League are being fixed. Otherwise, by her becoming a Member of the League of Nations,
she would be compelled to waive her right to neutrality, the last defence of a disarmed people. "

The German Government was not able to judge in what form its desire could be fulfilled.
According to Article 11 of the Protocol on the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes,
drawn up by the fifth Assembly, the geographical and military situation of the individual
States as regarded their participation in sanctions was to be taken into account, but, apart
from the fact that the Protocol had not yet come into force, the obligation of all Members
to participate in blockade measures, to give active support to economic sanctions, and to suffer
the passage through their territory of the participating forces remained unaffected by the said
provision. This would deprive all Members of the possibility of remaining neutral. Thus,
Germany, even after the coming into force of the Protocol, would still be faced with all the
dangers indicated above.

The German Government hoped that the League of Nations would recognise the justifi-
cation of its apprehensions and would discover means of removing them. It thought it possible
to do so without doing violence to the organisation of the League or to its work.

A copy of the memorandum forwarded by the German Government to the States Members
of the Council followed.

(b) MEMORANDUM FROM THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT TO THE GOVERNMENTS OF THE
STATES MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL.

In the memorandum, the German Government intimated its resolution, which had been
made possible by political developments, to apply for admission to the League. It thought
it advisable, however, to request the Governments represented on the Council to communicate
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to it their views with regard to " certain questions which are of paramount importance for the
future co-operation of Germany in the great work of the League of Nations ".

1. Permanent seat on the Council. - Germany did not consider that she was asking for a
privilege in thinking that she should, immediately upon her admission, be included among
the Powers holding a permanent seat on the Council.

2. Participation in the sanctions contemplated in Article 16 of the Covenant. - The Ger-
man Government drew attention to the dangers involved, for a people which had been dis-
armed by the Treaty of Peace, by the obligation to take part in the sanctions contemplated
in Article 16. It stated that in applying for admission it would be obliged to make a
reservation on this point.

3. Observation of international obligations (Article 1 of the Covenant). - The German
Government stated that it was prepared, notwithstanding the guarantees, which it considered
undeniable, of Germany's sincere intention to observe her international obligations, to confirm
this intention by a formal declaration. It desired, however, to reiterate that the declaration
referred to should not be understood to imply admission by the German Government of
those assertions on which Germany's obligations were based and which laid a moral respon-
sibility upon the German people. It added that " an essential condition for the carrying out
of the London Agreement is the speedy re-establishment in the Rhineland and Ruhr of
conditions compatible with the provisions of the Treaty of Peace ".

4. Colonial mandates (Article 22 of the Covenant).- Excluded since her defeat from all
colonial activities, Germany expected that in due time she would be given an active share
in the working of the mandates system of the League.

The Government felt convinced that, if the considerations developed in the memorandum
were taken into account, conditions would be created which would react favourably not only
on the interests of Germany but also on those of the League. Her admission would constitute
an appreciable step towards the establishment of the universality of the League, and this must
be regarded as an essential condition for the development of the spirit of reconciliation and
good will which should preside over the solution of all those problems that still divided the
peoples. " The German Government will always consider it its foremost duty to bend all
its endeavours towards the attainment of this goal ".

(C) SWEDISH GOVERNMENT'S REPLY TO THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT'S MEMORANDUM.

On January 17th, 1925, the Swedish Government requested the Secretary-General to
communicate to the Members of the League the reply which it had sent on November 22nd,
1924, to the memorandum from the German Government to the Powers represented on the
Council.

The Swedish Government expressed its extreme satisfaction at the German Government's
desire to become a Member of the League, and pointed out that this desire corresponded to
the wish urged on frequent occasions by the Swedish Government itself that the League should
become universal. In agreement with public opinion in Sweden, it considered it important
that Germany should become a Member of the League.

The Swedish Government confined itself to taking note of the German Government's
declarations under points 3 and 4 of its memorandum. As regards point 1, it considered
that Germany should be given the same place in the League as was held by the other great
Powers who are already Members of it, and consequently should, as soon as she was admitted,
be granted a permanent seat on the Council.

Under point 2 of the memorandum, relating to participation in sanctions contemplated
under Article 16 of the Covenant, the Swedish Government directed attention to the fact that,
under Article 1, all States Members of the League were bound to accede to it without reser-
vation, with the special exception of Switzerland, whose position as a permanently neutral
Power was recognised under the treaties.

The Swedish Government considered " that it would hardly be compatible with the pro-
visions of the Covenant, or of the principles upon which it was based, that Germany's adhesion
to the League should be conditional on a reservation concerning the important obligations
laid down in Article 16 of the Covenant, obligations which are, moreover, reciprocal, and upon
which, therefore, the right to the assistance of other Members of the League depends ".

According to the resolution adopted by the 1921 Assembly, however, some account may
be taken, as regards the application of Article 16, of the particular situation of each State,
" and hence also of a fact such as the limitation of armaments imposed upon Germany by the
Treaty of Peace ".

The Swedish Government concluded with the " earnest hope that the German Government
will not regard the provisions of Article 16 of the Covenant as an obstacle to Germany's entry
into the League of Nations ".

(d) REPLY OF THE COUNCIL TO THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT'S LETTER OF DECEMBER 12TH, 1924.

At the Council meeting on March 15th, 1925, the Spanish representative read a draft
reply to the German Government's letter of December 12th, 1924. The draft, which reads as
follows, was unanimously adopted by the Council:

" The Council of the League of Nations has given careful consideration to the
communication of the German Government, dated December 12th, 1924, regarding
Germany's entry into the League.
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"The Council notes with satisfaction the declaration, with which that commu-
nication opens, that the German Government are of the opinion that the 'political
developments during the past year have rendered it possible for Germany to join
the League ', together with the statement in the enclosed memorandum that the
German Government have ' decided to seek the early admission of Germany ' to
the League of Nations.

"The German Government have already consulted the ten Governments who
are represented on the Council and have received authoritative replies from all of
them. Any observations which can now be made by the Council, composed as it is
of representatives of these same Governments, will obviously not be at variance with
those replies. The Council is glad, therefore, to learn that, with one exception, which
is dealt with later, the replies are satisfactory to the German Government.

"The Council observes that the German Government state, with reference to
the conditions in which Germany desires to enter the League, that they have no
intention of ' claiming special privileges for Germany ', but that they expect she
shall enter on a footing of equality.

"The Council notes that all the ten Governments are in complete agreement
with this condition.

"The Council, indeed, regards this principle of equality, involving as it does
both equal rights and equal obligations for all, as being of the essence of the
League's constitution.

"At the same time it feels bound to point out that this principle has an important
bearing on the special question which the German Government raise with regard
to Article 16 of the Covenant. Though it is only in relation to this one article that
Germany asks for an exceptional position, this article is of capital importance for
the whole structure of the League, comprising as it does an important part both of
the safeguards enjoyed, and the responsibilities accepted, by all the Members.

"The German Government, in stating its position on this subject, calls atten-
tion to the military position of Germany resulting from the Treaty of Versailles and
express the fear that, if the measures provided for in the article lead to hostilities, she
would be incapable of protecting her territory against a military invasion. The Govern-
ment add that, in their view, there is only one way out of the difficult situation in
which Germany would be placed: 'Should international conflicts arise, Germany
ought to be at liberty to determine how far she will take an active part in them '.
Later in the communication, the Government express Germany's objection to being
compelled, by virtue of entry into the League, ' to waive the right to neutrality '.

"The Council considers that the following observations on this point may serve
a useful purpose. The character and extent of a Member's active co-operation in
military measures undertaken by the League in pursuance of the Covenant must
vary with the military situation of the Member in question. Under the existing pro-
visions of the Covenant, it is the duty of the Council to recommend what effective
military, naval or air forces the Members of the League shall contribute to the armed
forces to be used to protect the covenants of the League, and it would be for Germany
herself to say to what extent she was in a position to comply with the recommenda-
tions of the Council. The Council would further remind the German Government
that a Member of the League, and of the Council, would always have a voice in decid-
ing the application of the principles of the Covenant.

"As regards economic measures, the States Members of the League themselves
decide, either separately or by prior agreement, the practical steps to be taken for
the execution of the general obligation which they have undertaken. But the provi-
sions of the Covenant do not permit that, when action is undertaken in pursuance
of Article 16, each Member of the League should decide separately whether it shall
take any part in that action. The Council feels bound to express its clear opinion
that any reservation of this kind would undermine the basis of the League of Nations
and would be incompatible with membership of the League. It seems to the Council
impossible that a Member of the League, and of the Council, should, in the event of
operations undertaken against a covenant-breaking State, retain a status which
would exempt its nationals from the general obligations imposed by the Covenant.
The Council need hardly point out that other countries whose military forces have
also been limited by the provisions of the existing Treaties, have, on entering the
League, accepted the obligations of the Covenant without reservation.

"The Council trusts that these observations may be of use in elucidating the
attitude of its Members with regard to the questions raised by the German Govern-
ment.

' The general conditions of entry of new Members are contained in Article 1 of
the Covenant, which leaves the decision to the Assembly, which has on repeated
occasions declared itself in favour of the universality of the League. Only by active
co-operation as a Member can a country have its due influence in the decisions of
the League - decisions which cannot fail to be of far-reaching importance.

" In conclusion, the Council wishes to express to Germany its sincere wish to see
her associated in its labours, and thus play, in the organisation of peace, a part corre-
sponding to her position in the world. "
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5.

ADMINISTRATIVE QUESTIONS.

I. TERRITORY OF THE SAAR BASIN.

At its sessions held in August to September 1924, December 1924 and March 1925, the

Council dealt with several questions concerning the Saar Territory, such as the appointment

of the members of the Governing Commission, the control of goods imported from Germany
into the Saar Territory prior to January 10th, 1925, public education, French troops and local

gendarmerie in the Territory. The representative of Italy acted as Rapporteur. The Council
has been kept informed of the various questions concerning the Saar through three periodical
reports from the Governing Commission (published in the Official Journal, November 1924,

March and May 1925), and through two general reports by the Secretary-General (published
in the Official Journal, November 1924, and May 1925).

1. SAAR QUESTIONS CONSIDERED BY THE COUNCIL.

(a) Composition of the Governing Commission.

The Governing Commission is actually composed as follows:

M. KOSSMANN (Saar),
M. LAMBERT (Belgian),
M. RAULT (French member and Chairman),
Mr. STEPHENS (Canadian),
M. VEZENSKY (Czechoslovak),

M. Vezensky, Judge of the Supreme Court of Saarlouis, was appointed by the Council in

September 1924 to succeed Colonel Espinosa de los Monteros (Spaniard), member of the

Governing Commission who died in August 1924. On March 13th, 1925, the term of office

of all the members of the Governing Commission was prolonged for a year as from April 1st,

1925. For this period the salaries of the Commissioners were maintained, as a provisional

measure, at the rate of 125,000 French francs per annum, on account of the cost of living in

the Territory.
In a note dated February 27th, 1925, the Swedish Government suggested that, in electing

the Chairman of the Governing Commission of the Saar Basin, the Council should, as far as

possible, bear in mind the advantage in having the post of Chairman held by all the members
of the Commission in turn. In his report submitted to the Council on March 13th, 1925,

M. Scialoja, representative of Italy, expressed himself as follows on the subject:

" I have carefully considered this proposal, but I hesitate to recommend the
Council to adopt it, for the simple reason that in my view the Council should, accord-
ing to the Treaty of Versailles, retain absolute independence in regard to the appoint-
ment of the five members and of the Chairman of the Commission, which it has to
make every year. The Council might, it is true, adopt a system by which the post
could be renewed or even held in turn by the members, but I think it would hardly
be possible to place an obligation upon the Council to nominate in future any parti-

cular member or any particular individual as Chairman of the Governing Commission.
" I think that the Council might prolong for a further year the terms of office

of the five members and the Chairman of the Commission, but what I have said implies

that this appointment should in no way prejudice the Council's entire freedom of
action, when in a year's time it has to take a fresh decision on the composition of the
Commission and on the question as to who shall be appointed Chairman.

" No member of the Commission should have the right to expect his term of
office to be renewed from year to year, seeing that the appointments made by the
Council are for one year only."

In view of these explanations, M. UNDEN, the Swedish representative on the Council,
stated that he would not insist on his proposal.

(b) Control of Goods imported from Germany to the Saar Territory prior to January 10th, 1925.

At its session in June 1924, the Council, while postponing consideration of the question,

decided to forward to the German Government the observations of the Governing Commission

concerning the complaint of the former with reference to the control exercised by the Govern-

ing Commission over goods imported free of duty from Germany into the Saar Territory up
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to January 10th, 1925, the date of the inclusion of the Saar Territory in the French Customs
regime.

In September 1924, the Council, to whom further notes from the German Government
and from the Governing Commission had been submitted, after hearing the opinion of the
British representative on the matter, took note of the intention of the Governing Commission
to act in a liberal spirit, and expressed the conviction that the Governing Commission which,
under the Versailles Treaty, had power to decide the question, would give the widest possible
interpretation to the relevant stipulations of the Peace Treaty.

The Governing Commission, in its periodical report for October-December 1924, has
informed the Council that, in accordance with the views expressed by the Council, it has applied
in a liberal spirit the measures which it deemed necessary to take in connection with the duty-
free importation of German goods intended -for local consumption in the Territory prior to
January 10th, 1925.

(c) The French Troops and Local Gendarmerie in the Territory.
In September 1924, the Council considered a request from the German Government to

appoint a fixed date in the near future for the final constitution of the Saar local gendarmerie
and for the withdrawal of the French troops from the Territory. The Council, after hearing
a statement from the Chairman of the Governing Commission, requested the Commission to
submit its programme for the increase of the local gendarmerie during the financial year 1925-
1926, as well as further information concerning all the police forces in the Territory, and requested
the Governing Commission to consider the possibility of constituting a reserve force of gendarmes.

In response to the Council's request, the Governing Commission submitted a report explain-
ing why it did not consider it possible to constitute a reserve force of gendarmes, and giving
detailed information with regard to the police forces in the Territory. The local gendarmerie
would be increased during the financial year 1925-26 by 250 men, thus bringing this force up
to 1,005 men on March 31st, 1926. The Commission, moreover, informed the Council that the
French repair park for small arms at Saarlouis would be removed from the Saar, and the French
gendarmerie stationed in the Saar reduced from 105 gendarmes and four officers to 24 rank
and file under the command of a single officer. These French gendarmes would now be em-
ployed as military police forces solely in localities in which there are French garrison troops.

The German Government, in a note dated February 19th, 1925, again urged the League
that the question of the withdrawal of the French troops should be finally settled. On March
14th, 1925, the Council adopted the following resolution:

" The Council of the League of Nations,
" After having heard the Italian representative's report, the observations ofthe representative of Great Britain, and the explanations of the Chairman of the

Governing Commission:
" (1) Approves the Governing Commission's proposal to increase the local

gendarmerie by 250 men during the financial year 1925-26;
"(2) Requests the Governing Commission to submit to it for consideration

a report on the manner in which it would be possible, in the absence of troops, to
carry into effect sub-paragraph 3 of paragraph 30 of the Saar Annex to the Treaty
of Versailles, which lays down that it will be the duty of the Governing Commission
to provide in all cases for the protection of persons and property in the Saar Basin.
In preparing its report, the Governing Commission should take into account
the possibility of obtaining the assistance of troops stationed outside the Saar
Territory;

(3) Requests the Secretary-General to communicate a copy of this resolution
to the German Government, in reply to its Note of February 19th, 1925."

In the periodical report of the Governing Commission for the period January-March 1925,
the Chairman of the Governing Commission informs the Council that, in conformity withhis verbal statement made during the Council meeting on March 13th, 1925, a battalion ofFrench chasseurs a pied quartered in the Territory would be withdrawn by April 25th, 1925,
and that the French troops would henceforward consist of one regiment of infantry, onebattalion of chasseurs and one cavalry regiment.

(d) Public Education in the Saar.
At its session held in December 1924, the Council considered the question of public edu-

cation in the Saar, in view of a series of notes from the German Government protesting againstthe educational system in force in the Territory as being contrary to the Treaty of Versailles.
According to the German Government, the Treaty of Versailles only gives the FrenchState the right to establish primary or technical schools for the French employees of the minesand their children, and the instruction in those schools should be given in the French language

only, whereas the schools of the French Mining Administration were open to children of persons
not employed in the mines and the instruction was given in German. Moreover, the GermanGovernment declared that pressure of various kinds had been used in order to compel German
children to attend the French schools. The German Government also submitted two legal
opinions on the question by a German and an American jurist.

The Governing Commission, in answer to these complaints, gave detailed explanations
with regard to its interpretation of the Treaty of Versailles and to the actual situation. Only
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5,300 children frequented the French Mines schools, whereas the number of pupils attending
the State schools of the Saar was 125,000. Children other than those of the employees of the
mines were only admitted to the mines schools on special request from their parents.

On December 11th, 1924, the Council, after having heard the report of the Italian repre-
sentative, approved the following conclusions of his report:

" The Council will no doubt agree with me that the matter before us is essentially
a question of interpretation of certain provisions in the Annex to the Treaty of
Versailles regarding the Saar Territory. Apart from the legal points of view set forth
in the documents which I have just summarised, the French representative has
recently transmitted to me the legal opinion of an English jurist, Mr. Mitchell Innes,
and the Swedish representative a memorandum based on the opinion of a Swedish
jurist. These two documents are before you, and you will probably be of opinion
that the Secretary-General should communicate them to the Governing Commission
of the Saar Territory for any action that might be necessary.

"Furthermore, the very detailed reports that the Governing Commission has
sent us show that it is aware not only of the legal aspect of the problem of public
education in the Saar, but also of its political and moral aspects, and, in particular,
of the importance which public opinion in the Territory attached to the problem.
These circumstances give to the question of the French schools a wider bearing than
would result from a mere comparison between the inconsiderable number of pupils
which frequent these schools and those who frequent the ordinary schools of the
Territory. Personally, I rely on the wisdom of the Governing Commission, and I
am fully confident that it will find the means of allaying the anxiety which this matter
seems to have aroused in certain sections of the Saar population. 

The Council decided to forward a copy of this report to the German Government for its
information.

The Governing Commission, on February 18th, 1925, informed the League that it had
published a declaration in the Official Journal of the Saar concerning the attendance of the
Saar children at the French mines schools, in order to carry into effect the resolution of the
Council.

2. GENERAL QUESTIONS.

On May 15th, 1920, the Council approved an arrangement according to which the Governing
Commission should furnish to the League full information on political, economic, financial,
social and other matters of interest to the League of Nations, in the Saar Basin, as well as all
official publications of the Governing Commission. In conformity with this arrangement, the
Governing Commission has forwarded its 19th, 20th and 21st periodical reports dealing with
the third and fourth quarters of 1924, and the first quarter of 1925 respectively. Certain of the
questions dealt with in these reports are considered here.

(a) Political Situation.

The Saar Advisory Council and Technical Committee were in session during the period
from March to July 1924 and from October 1924 up to the end of March 1925. Several draft
decrees concerning fiscal and other measures, which had been submitted to the two bodies by
the Governing Commission for their advisory opinion, have been examined by them.

A decree replacing that of May 2nd, 1923, concerning the picketing, which was mentioned
in the report to the fifth Assembly on the work of the Council, was promulgated by the Govern-
ing Commission on July 15th, 1924, after having been submitted to the Saar Advisory Council.
This decree recognises the legality of picketing, but gives sufficient power to the Courts to
prevent any abuse. It is mainly based upon a British law.

The principal decrees examined during the first quarter of 1925 concern the establishment
of a Saar Labour Chamber, indirect taxation, the revaluation of debts and credits and the
organisation of public relief.

(b) Economic and Social Situation.

The periodical reports of the Governing Commission contain information on the output
of the French coal mines and on the metallurgical production. The number of unemployed
in the Saar has been decreasing and fell in March 1925 to one of the lowest figures recorded
since 1920. During the third quarter of 1924, the credit crisis from which the Territory was
suffering was slightly improving, and in the last quarter of 1924 the French Mining Adminis-
tration, in order to stimulate industrial activity, reduced the price of small coal for coke. Trade
was particularly good during the last quarter of 1924 and the economic position of the territory
was not unfavourable during the first quarter of 1925.

As the miners of the French Mines had given notice that they would terminate their contract
with the Mining Administration with effect from January 15th,1925, the Governing Commission
took steps to bring about negotiations between the miners and their employers. These consul-
tations resulted in an agreement under which the wages of the miners were raised as from
January 15th, 1925. Similar adjustments took place in the majority of trades.

The Customs frontier between France and the Saar ceased to exist as from January 10th,
1925, when the Territory was completely incorporated in the French Customs regime, as provided
for by the Peace Treaty of Versailles. The Governing Commission has taken several measures
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in this connection. It ensured that all goods consigned free of duty to Germany should have
crossed the frontier before midnight on January 10th, 1925, and that facilities should be given
to enable German goods imported to the territory before midnight on that date to secure exemp-
tion from duty even if the Customs formalities had not been completed by the end of the day.
A barrier for regie purposes is still being maintained between France and the Saar, and will
be abolished when the two conventions between the French Government and the Governing
Commission concerning the prevention of fraudulent dealings in tobacco and with regard to
the taxes on commodities come into force. A special Customs Court has been created in the
Saarbruck Regional Court.

With regard to the economic prosperity of the Territory, the greatest importance must be
attached to the issue of the negotiations proceeding with a view to the conclusion of the Franco-
German Commercial Agreement.

(c) Administrative work of the Commission.

With regard to the administration of the Territory, the periodical reports of the Governing
Commission also give detailed information on various subjects, such as the financial situation
(the budget for 1925 amounts to a little more than 220 million French francs and shows a balance
of a little over 270,000 francs), measures taken on behalf of Government officials and workmen
public works; justice and education; commerce, industry and labour (a decree establishing
the principle of the eight-hour working day was promulgated) ; public relief (detailed accounts
are furnished on the relief given to the poor and to disabled service men) ; social hygiene (statis-
tical data have been supplied with regard to the health of the population) and agriculture.

3. PETITIONS FROM THE INHABITANTS OF THE TERRITORY.

Several petitions emanating from organisations or individuals in the Territory have been
forwarded by the Governing Commission to the Council for its information, in virtue of the
Council's resolution of May 15th, 1920. They were accompanied by such observations as the
Commission considered it desirable to make in each case. The petitions dealt with various
matters, such as economic conditions in the Territory (special situation of the Territory during
the Franco-German commercial negotiations, Customs policy, currency, system of housing
control and that of accident insurance, etc.); administration of the Territory (composition of
the Governing Commission, its policy, etc.).

4. DOCUMENTS PRESERVED FOR THE PLEBISCITE IN 1935.

As stated in the report to the fifth Assembly on the work of the Council, M. Bonzon, Provi-
sional Records Commissioner for the Saar Basin Plebiscite, made in October 1923 certain
recommendations providing for a formal notification to the Secretariat of the League and to
the Saar Governing Commission of any changes in the situation of the documents preserved
in view of the plebiscite, as shown in the original returns drawn up by him. In conformity with
these recommendations, periodical reports for the period since the establishment of
the original returns up till March 31st, 1925, have been sent in by the seven sub-prefects
of the Territory and the Mayor of the town of Saarbruck, and by the Governing Commission,
for the period up till December 31st, 1924. The local authorities have also continued to send
in special notification of each change in the situation as provided for in the same recommen-
dations.

At the request of M. Bonzon, the Governing Commission in September 1923 applied to the
German Government in order to obtain the return of certain documents to the Saar Territory,
for purposes of preservation in view of the plebiscite, in conformity with the decree of May 9th,
1923. The documents in question were the electoral registers of the elections to the German
Constituent Assembly at Weimar and to the Prussian and Bavarian Constituent Assemblies,
as well as certain census returns. The German Government acceded to the request of the
Governing Commission, and on March 30th, 1925, the Secretary-General of the Governing
Commission informed the Secretary-General of the League that the documents in question had
been delivered to the Governing Commission by the German authorities. The text of the
minutes drawn up on the delivery, which took place in Mannheim on February 2nd, 1924, has
been communicated to the Council.

II. FREE CITY OF DANZIG.

The Council and the High Commissioner of the League of Nations, in dealing with the
problems resulting from the special position of Danzig under the Treaty of Versailles, have been
primarily concerned, since the last report to the Assembly on the work of the Council, with the
question of solving certain differences of opinion between the Danzig and Polish Governments.
At the Council meeting held on March 13th, 1925, the general question of the Danzig and Polish
relations and, in particular, the question of procedure in the case of appeals against the High
Commissioner's decisions was discussed. In addition to the questions concerning the Danzig-Polish
disputes, the Council has had to provide for the post of the High Commissioner of the League in
Danzig and that of the President of the Danzig Harbour Board. The financial situation of the Free


