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New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Persia, Peru, Poland, Portugal, Roumania, Siam, Spain,Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Union of South Africa, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, and Yugoslavia.

The President of the Council, who was consulted by the Secretary-General, expressedthe opinion, after consideration of these replies, that he was justified in concluding that noneof the Governments was opposed to the truce, and that, on the contrary, all had declared theirwillingness to accept it; that a number of Governments had made their acceptance conditionalupon reciprocity, and that such reciprocity had in fact been achieved; finally, that manyof the replies contained interpretations and observations, but that these interpretations andobservations appeared to be in keeping with the spirit and the letter of the resolution andreport.
In these circumstances, the President of the Council was of opinion that the procedurewhich would be most in harmony with the objects of the truce and the spirit of the twelfthAssembly's discussions on this subject, and which, moreover, would avoid the delay involvedin a further consultation of the Governments concerned, would be to consider, in so far asGovernments did not forthwith intimate any objection to this course, that the armamentstruce had, under the conditions laid down in the resolution and report adopted by the Assembly,been accepted for one year as from November 1st, 1931, by the Governments invited to theDisarmament Conference.
In Circular Letter 293.1931.IX, dated November 14th, 1931, the Secretary-Generalcommunicated the President's opinion to the Governments invited to the Conference.

II. POSITION OF ARMAMENTS IN THE VARIOUS COUNTRIES.

In accordance with the Council resolution of May 23rd, 1931, the Secretary-General senton June 13th a letter -to all the States invited to participate in the Conference for the Reductionand Limitation of Armaments, asking them to furnish information with regard to the positionof their armaments. In the Council's opinion, it was desirable that each Government shouldsupply this information on a uniform model based chiefly on the tables annexed to the PreparatoryCommission's draft Convention.
On September 29th, 1931, the Assembly adopted the following resolution:

" The Assembly,

" Noting that of the sixty-three Governments invited to participate in the Disar-mament Conference, twenty-five have up to the present communicated information onthe position of their armaments, in conformity with the recommendation made by theCouncil at its January and May sessions:
" Requests the Council to invite the Governments which have not yet transmittedtheir replies to the circular letters from the Secretary-General dated February 17th andJune 13th, 1931, on the position of their armaments, to do so as soon as possible and inany case before November 1st, 1931, in order to enable the Secretariat to provide theDisarmament Conference with adequate documentation.

In conformity with this decision, the Council instructed the Secretary-General to send afurther communication, on the lines of the Assembly resolution, to those States invited to theConference from which replies had not been received.
Up to the present, fifty-four States have replied. i The Secretariat has communicatedtheir replies to the Governments invited to the Conference.

III. STATISTICAL INFORMATION ON THE TRADE IN ARMS
AND AMMUNITION AND IN IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. ' ARMAMENTS YEAR-BOOK."

In accordance with the Council resolution of May 22nd, 1931, 2 the Secretariat publisheda special edition of the Armaments Year-Book (document C.754.M.352.1931.IX. Conf.D.40).It appeared at the end of January 1932 and was circulated to the delegations at the openingof the Conference. Like the ordinary edition, it contains monographs on sixty-two countries.
It was prepared on the basis of official publications (statistical year-books, official militarybulletins, laws, decrees, budgets, etc.) and of information supplied by the Governments withregard to the position of their armaments. 3 In order that this special edition might beeasier to handle for those attending the Conference, only essential information with regard to

the organisation and composition of the various armed forces was included. Should the readerdesire to supplement this information, he should refer to the last ordinary edition of the Year-Book, which appeared in May 1931. The next edition will appear in May 1933.

1 Document Conf.D.105 contains a list of these replies. The following documents on this question were publishedsubsequently: Conf.D.109. Annexe to Conf.D.15 and to Conf.D.32, Conf.D.12a, Errata to Conf.D.21, Corrigendumto Conf.D.30, Conf.D.64- (revised) and Errata to the Corrigendum to Conf.D.30.
para ort on the work of the League since the elecventh session of the Assembly (document A.6.1931, page 53,

3 See II, above.
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The eighth ordinary edition of the Statistical Year-Book on the Trade in Arms and
Ammunition was published at the beginning of May 1932 (document C.37.M.21.1932.IX).
It contains monographs on fifty-nine countries and forty-nine colonies.

IV. PUBLICATION OF INFORMATION WITH REGARD TO CIVIL AVIATION.

In accordance with the Council resolution dated May 22nd, 1931 1, the Communications
and Transit Organisation proceeded to an enquiry, among all the Governments invited to the
Disarmament Conference, concerning the publication of information on civil aviation. The
documents resulting from the methodical study of the various replies and giving the provisions
in force in the various countries will be published before the opening of the Conference.

V. CONFERENCE FOR THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF ARMAMENTS.

The report on the work of the League since the eleventh session of the Assembly 2 gave
detailed information regarding the Council resolutions of January 24th and May 22nd, 1931,
relating to the preparation of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.
Those resolutions related inter alia to the date of the opening of the Conference, to the choice
of its seat and to the person who was to preside over it.

The Conference was opened at Geneva on February 2nd, 1932, by Mr. Arthur Henderson.
Fifty-nine States, 3 eight of which are not Members of the League, were represented by
delegations, and one State 4 by an observer.

At its first meeting the Conference, on the proposal of its President, elected M. Motta,
President of the Swiss Confederation, Honorary President of the Conference.

On the same day the Conference set up a Committee to report on the credentials of delegates
(Chairman, M. de Agiiero y Bethancourt (Cuba)), a Committee to draw up the rules of procedure
for the Conference (Chairman, Mr. Arthur Henderson), and a Committee for the examination
of petitions (Chairman, M. Paul Reynaud (France)).

In accordance with the report of the last-named Committee, the rules of procedure with
regard to petitions addressed to the Conference were drawn up and, on February 6th, the
Conference held a special meeting at which it heard petitions presented by organisations
grouped under the following heads:

(1) Women's associations;
(2) Students' organisations;
(3) Religious groups;
(4) League of Nations unions;
(5) Labour organisations.

At its meeting on February 4th, the Conference adopted the rules of procedure drawn
up by the Committee appointed for that purpose, and accepted its proposals, in particular
the proposal to set up a General Commission and to fix the number of Vice-Presidents at fourteen.

The Bureau of the Conference was composed of the President, the Honorary President, the
fourteen Vice-Presidents of the Conference, the Presidents of the Commissions on which all the
delegations are represented, and the Vice-President of the General Commission. 5

The General Commission held its first meeting on February 9th, and elected Mr. Henderson,
President and M. Politis Vice-President.

The Conference's general discussion lasted from February 8th to 24th. The following
fifty speakers made statements: Sir John Simon (United Kingdom), M. Tardieu (France),
Mr. Gibson (United States of America), M. Brining (Germany), M. de Macedo Soares (Brazil),
M. Grandi (Italy), M. Matsudaira (Japan), M. Zaleski (Poland), M. Hymans (Belgium), M.
Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), Baron Ramel (Sweden), M. de Zulueta (Spain),
M. Munch (Denmark), M. Benes (Czechoslovakia), Sir George Perley (Canada), M. Zarine

1 See the report on the work of the League since the last session of the Assembly (document A.6.1931, page 54).
2 Document A.6.1931, pages 47 et seq.
3 Delegations of States Members of the League of Nations: Abyssinia, Albania, Argentine Republic, Australia,

Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, the United Kingdom, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, India, Irish Free State,
Italy, Japan, Latvia, Liberia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Persia,
Peru, Poland, Portugal, Roumania, Siam, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Union of South Africa, Uruguay, Venezuela,
and Yugoslavia.

Delegations of States non-Members: Afghanistan, Brazil, Costa Rica, Egypt, Hedjaz, Turkey, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, and the United States of America.

4 The Dominican Republic.
5 The members of the Bureau are: Mr. Henderson, President of the Conference, M. Motta (Switzerland), Honorary

President of the Conference, M. Politis (Greece), M. Bosch (Argentine), M. Pfliigl (Austria), M. Hymans (Belgium), Sir
John Simon (United Kingdom), M. Benes (Czechoslovakia), M. Tardieu (France), M. Nadolny (Germany), M, Grandi
(Italy), M. Tsuneo Matsudaira (Japan), M. Colban (Norway), M. Zaleski (Poland), M. de Vasconcellos (Portugal), M. de
Zulueta (Spain), M. de Madariagal (Spain), Baron Ramel (Sweden), M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics),
Mr. Gibson (United States of America) and M. Buero (Uruguay).



(Latvia), Count Apponyi (Hungary), M. Yen (China), Tevfik Ristit Bey (Turkey), M. Colban
(Norway), M. Branco (Portugal), M. Beelaerts van Blokland (Netherlands), M. Bosch (Argentine
Republic), Mirza Hussein Kahn Ala (Persia), M. Motta (Switzerland), M. Marinkovitch
(Yugoslavia), Sir Thomas Wilford (New Zealand), Baron Yrjo-Koskinen (Finland), M. Ghika
(Roumania), M. Pfliigl (Austria), General Laidoner (Estonia), M. Pedro Cosio (Uruguay),
M. Nadolny (Germany), M. Malinoff (Bulgaria), Sir Granville de Laune Ryrie (Australia),
M. Mayard (Haiti), Mahmoud Fakhry Pasha (Egypt), the Aga Khan (India), M. Castillo Najera
(Mexico), Mr. te Water (Union of South Africa), M. Valdes-Mendeville (Chile), M. Zaunius
(Lithuania), M. Matos (Guatemala), M. Escalante (Venezuela), M. Costa du Rels (Bolivia),
M. Restrepo (Colombia), Husein Aziz Khan (Afghanistan), M. Lec Kurti (Albania), M.
Michalakopoulos (Greece) and M. Garay (Panama).

During the general discussion, a number of verbal and written proposals were submitted
which required closer study by special bodies.

On February 24th, the Conference communicated the Preparatory Commission's draft
Convention to the General Commission for examination, together with the drafts and proposals
submitted to it. It authorised the General Commission to set up such commissions as it might
consider desirable.

The General Commission met on the same day in the Committee Building which the Geneva
authorities had constructed specially for the Conference and generously placed at its disposal.

The General Commission appointed M. Benes General Rapporteur. Further, in accordance
with its terms of reference, which authorise it to set up such commissions as it may consider
desirable, it constituted the following special commissions on February 25th: Political
Commission, Land Commission, Naval Commission, Air Commission, and National Defence
Expenditure Commission.

The sphere of activity of the last four Commissions is made sufficiently clear by their
respective titles. The Political Commission, which was set up on the proposal of the French
delegation, is instructed to examine, in particular, the various proposals made in the course
of the general discussion, dealing either with the organisation of peace or with the supervisory
bodies which are to be created with a view to ensuring the application of the Convention.

The General Commission on the same day adopted as a guiding principle the following
resolution submitted by Sir John Simon (United Kingdom):

" The General Commission resolves to carry on its discussions within the framework
of the draft Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, full liberty
being reserved to all delegations to develop their own proposals in subsequent debate
and to move their amendments in the form of modifications, additions or omissions at the
appropriate point. "

Acting upon this resolution, the Rapporteur prepared a " Co-ordinating Table of the
draft Convention and of the Propositions referred to the General Commission 1. He further
drew up a " List of Questions referred to the Commissions for Examination "2 containing
proposals for allotting the work to the various Commissions. These documents were
supplemented by a "Report on the Programme of Work of the Conference ". It was
provided, in particular, that generally speaking the General Commission should itself deal
with questions of principle, technical questions being referred at a suitable stage and if
need be to the special Commissions, which should report to the General Commission. The
questions which do not call for any preliminary discussion from the point of view of principles
may be referred at once by the General Commission to the special Commissions. The latter
may at any time submit to the General Commission any question of principle which would
otherwise hold them up in their work and which they would not find it possible to solve
themselves.

The five special Commissions all held their first meetings on February 27th.
The Political Commission decided that its Bureau should be composed in the same manner

as the General Commission's Bureau. Mr. Henderson therefore became President, M. Politis
Vice-President, and M. Benes Rapporteur.

On March 15th, the Political Commission appointed a committee to study the question
of moral disarmament. This committee consists of twenty-two members selected for their
personal qualifications. M. Perrier (Switzerland) is the Chairman and M. Szumlakowski
(Poland), Rapporteur.

The Land Commission elected M. Buero (Uruguay) President, General Laidoner (Estonia)
and M. van Lanschot (Netherlands) Vice-Presidents, and M. Bourquin (Belgium) Rapporteur.

The Naval Commission elected M. Colban (Norway) President and M. Dupre (Canada) and
Tevfik Bey (Turkey) Vice-Presidents. As the latter had to return to Turkey, the Commission
replaced him by Cemal Huiisni Bey. M. Westman (Sweden) was elected Rapporteur.

The Air Commission elected M. de Madariaga (Spain) President, M. Costa du Rels (Bolivia)
and M. Malinoff (Bulgaria) Vice-Presidents, and M. Boheman (Sweden) Rapporteur. M. Costa
du Rels having been recalled by his Government for other duties, was replaced by M.
Vallotton (Switzerland).

The National Defence Expenditure Commission elected Dr. de Vasconcellos (Portugal)
President, M. Valdes-Mendeville (Chile) and M. Radulesco (Roumania) Vice-Presidents, and

'Document Conf.D.102.
2Document Conf.D.103.
3 Document Conf.D.101.
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M. Francois (Netherlands) Rapporteur. On March 16th, the Commission set up a technical
committee of twelve members under the chairmanship of M. Radulesco. Mr. Lyon (United
Kingdom) has been appointed Vice-President, and M. Jacomet (France) Rapporteur. This
committee was requested to examine the information relating to national defence expenditure
furnished by the Governments and supplemented by the delegations, and also to study such
technical questions arising out of limitation and publicity of expenditure as the Commission
might think fit to refer to it.

On March 16th, the General Commission suspended its work, in view of the Easter vacation
and in order to enable the delegations to keep in touch with their Governments. The other
commissions suspended proceedings during the same week.

At their preliminary discussions, the special commissions noted that very few technical
questions could be studied until the General Commission had laid down certain general principles
to serve as a guide.

The General Commission resumed its work on April 11th, and, in pursuance of its agenda,
discussed certain questions of principle arising out of Article 1 of the draft Convention and
affecting the substance of the problem of the reduction and limitation of armaments. In the
next two weeks, the General Commission adopted the four following resolutions:

(1) " In view of the opinions expressed during the discussion at the Conference for
the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments,

"The General Commission considers that the reduction of armaments, as provided
for in Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, shall, after this Conference has
taken the first decisive step of general reduction to the lowest possible level, be progressively
achieved by means of successive revisions at appropriate intervals." - Resolution
unanimously adopted on April 19th, 1932 (document Conf.D./C.G.22).

(2) " In view of the proposals submitted by various delegations concerning the
criteria for the limitation and reduction of armaments,

" The General Commission declares that, in determining those criteria, the provisions
of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations shall be applied, and that, in con-
sequence, armaments must be reduced to the lowest point consistent with national safety
and the enforcement by common action of international obligations.

"It will be necessary, further, to take account of the geographical situation and
special circumstances of each State.

"The General Commission decides that the application of these criteria and the
methods by which the reduction and limitation of armaments must be effected, shall
be immediately examined from a practical standpoint." - Resolution unanimously
adopted, less one vote, on April 20th, 1932 (document Conf. D./C.G.24).

(3) " Without prejudice to other proposals which fall to be discussed under later
heads of the agenda, the Conference declares its approval of the principle of qualitative
disarmament - i. e., the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons the
possession or use of which should be absolutely prohibited to all States or internationalised
by means of a general Convention." - Resolution unanimously adopted on April 22nd,
1932 (document Conf.D./C. G.26(1)).

(4) "In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament, as defined in the pre-
vious resolution, the Conference is of opinion that the range of land, sea and air armaments
should be examined by the competent special Commissions with a view to selecting those
weapons whose character is the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against
national defence or most threatening to civilians." - Resolution unanimously adopted on
April 22nd, 1932 (document Conf. D./C.G.28(2)).

In pursuance of this last resolution, the Land, Naval and Air Commissions resumed their
work on April 26th, and the General Commission suspended the study of the questions on
its agenda pending reports from these three Commissions.

As the question of chemical and bacteriological weapons and methods of warfare is one
which is common to land, sea and air armaments and does not belong specifically to any one
of them, the General Commission, on May 10th, set up a Special Committee to enquire into the
question. This Committee, of which Mr. Pilotti (Italy) was President, and Mr. Rutgers
(Netherlands) Rapporteur. was composed of representatives of the following States: Australia
Brazil, Denmark, United States of America, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands,
Poland, United Kingdom, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Spain and Switzerland.

Further, on the proposal of the delegation of the United States of America, the General
Commission set up a Committee to study all pertinent information relating to figures for
effectives with a view to preparing, for the use of the General Commission, a report as to the
numerical strength on a comparable basis of effectives maintained by each country. This
Committee, under the presidency of M. de Brouckere (Belgium) is composed of representatives
of the following States: Argentine, United States of America, Belgium, France, Germany,
Italy, Japan, Poland, United Kingdom, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Switzerland and
Yugoslavia.
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VI. SUPERVISION OF THE PRIVATE MANUFACTURE AND PUBLICITY OF THE
MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND OF IMPLEMENTS OF WAR.

As in previous years, the Council (at its meeting of January 25th, 1932) invited the outgoingMembers of the Council - Persia and Venezuela - to continue to co-operate in the work of theSpecial Commission entrusted with the drawing-up of a draft Convention for the supervision of
the private manufacture and publicity of manufacture of arms and ammunition and ofimplements of war.

The representative of the United Kingdom proposed that the Rapporteur and the Secretary-General should examine the possibility of adopting a procedure which could prevent themembership of the Special Commission from increasing year by year until it became toounwieldy, and should submit proposals to the Council at its next session.
On May 9th, 1932, the Rapporteur proposed to the Council that consideration of thequestion be suspended for the following reason: During the general discussion in the Conferencefor the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, certain countries made proposals regardingthe international regime to be established in the matter of private manufacture. In thesecircumstances, the Secretary-General and the Rapporteur thought it useless to establish atthat time a procedure for which there might prove to be no occasion.
The Council decided to suspend consideration of the question, pending a solution of thematter in the Conference.

4.

ARBITRATION AND SECURITY.

GENERAL CONVENTION TO IMPROVE THE MEANS OF PREVENTING WAR.

At its twelfth session, the Assembly approved the text of this Convention, which wasdrawn up by the Third Committee, and decided to open it for signature by the Members ofthe League and non-Member States.
Article 4 of the Convention provides that the Council shall, if it thinks fit, appoint

commissioners for the sole purpose of verifying on the spot the execution of the conservatorymeasures of a military character recommended by the Council.
It also provides that the rules to be followed for the composition and workingof commissions of inspection shall be embodied in executive regulations which shall be prepared

by the competent organs of the League, so as to enter into force at the same time as theConvention.
In its resolution of September 26th, 1931, the Assembly accordingly requested the Councilto make the necessary arrangements in good time for the preparation of the rules referred toin the last paragraph of Article 4, in order that, should circumstances so dictate, the Conventionmight be put into effect immediately upon its entry into force.
On September 30th, 1931, the Council requested the Permanent Advisory Commissionfor Military, Naval and Air Questions to draw up these draft regulations for the executionof Article 4 of the Convention.
The Permanent Advisory Commission met on April 20th and 22nd, and May 3rd, 1932.In accordance with its instructions, it drew up draft regulations dealing fully with theconstitution of commissions of inspection, the work of those commissions, the facilities to beaccorded to them by the parties to the dispute, and the conditions under which the Presidentof the commission of inspection will keep the Council informed of the actvities of that commission

and of the commission's secretariat, which may be organised by the Secretary-General of theLeague, should the Council consider it necessary.
The draft regulations were unanimously approved by the Commission and submitted tothe Council, which adopted them at its meeting on May 18th, 1932.1 At that meeting theRapporteur, the representative of Spain, stated that the General Convention had been ratifiedby one Member of the Council and of the Assembly, Peru, and signed by nineteen other

States. He expressed the opinion that the ratification of this Convention by all theMembers of the League would be of a nature to strengthen appreciably the feeling of securityin the world.
The representative of Germany also expressed the hope that such States as had not yetsigned the Convention would do so in the near future in order that it might soon come into force.He noted that the Disarmament Conference had before it proposals for the complete abolition

1 See document C.417.1932.IX (C.P.C.309(1)).
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of the air arm and that if those proposals were adopted the air provisions both in the Convention
and in the Regulations would obviously become unnecessary.

The representative of France associated himself with the observations and recommendations
of his two colleagues. It was desirable that the experts provided for in the Regulations should be
selected and sent to the spot with the utmost rapidity.

COMMISSION OF ENQUIRY FOR EUROPEAN UNION.

On September 21st, 1931,. the Assembly adopted a resolution in which it noted with
satisfaction the results of the work done by the Commission of Enquiry for European Union
during the previous year. It approved the report of the Commission of Enquiry regarding
its constitution, organisation and methods of work. It requested the Commission of Enquiry
to pursue the work undertaken in conformity with the principles laid down in the Assembly
Resolution of September 17th, 1930. It recommended the Commission to have recourse
whenever possible to the technical organs of the League of Nations and to refer to the
League the settlement of any problems which it thought capable of solution on a world
scale. It requested the Commission of Enquiry to submit a report on its further work to the
next session of the Assembly.

The Assembly approved the proposal of the Commission of Enquiry that it should itself
set up a special committee to study a Pact of Economic Non-aggression. It decided that
certain non-European States should be invited to take part in the work of this special committee
on an equal footing with the members which the Commission of Enquiry might appoint.

1. FIFTH SESSION OF THE COMMISSION.

The Commission of Enquiry held its fifth session on September 26th, 1931, under the
chairmanship of M. Motta (Switzerland). It appointed the European countries to take part
in the work of the Special Committee to study the Pact of Economic Non-aggression, and also
set up a special committee to study the extension of a system of special facilities to agricultural
products other than cereals. The Assembly approved the setting-up of this Committee on the
proposal of the Second Committee of the Assembly. The conclusions of this Special Committee
had to be examined by the Economic Committee before being submitted to the Commission
of Enquiry.

The Commission of Enquiry re-elected M. BRIAND (France) as Chairman and M. MOTTA
(Switzerland) and M. POLITIS (Greece) as Vice-Chairmen for 1932.1

2. SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO STUDY THE EXTENSION OF PREFERENCE TO AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

OTHER THAN CEREALS.

The Special Committee met on October 30th and 31st, 1931. The Committee had before
it proposals calling for a study of the possibility of extending preference or granting special
facilities to the following products: tobacco, raisins, figs, oranges, live-stock and derivative
products, timber, mohair, cotton, grapes and plums.

The situation of the European tobacco producers was specially examined. The Special
Committee thought that the measures to be taken in each case should be determined by
bilateral negotiations. The Committee considered that the Commission of Enquiry might
usefully draw the attention of Governments to the critical position of European tobacco-
producers, taking into consideration whether there was or was not a monopoly.

With regard to the other products, the Economic Committee might be asked to take into
consideration any proposal submitted to it by the countries concerned, and to examine any
measures which might improve the situation of the populations suffering severely from the
crisis which producers are going through.

Generally speaking, it seemed impossible to consider the extension of special facilities of
a preferential nature to agricultural products other than cereals. Some members of the Committee
considered that before thinking of extending preference to fresh agricultural products, time
should be left for the experiments being made in the sphere of cereals to take full effect and prove
their value.

In its report of January 20th, 1932, the Economic Committee stated that it had no special
observations to make.
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3. SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO EXAMINE THE DRAFT PACT OF ECONOMIC NON-AGGRESSION.

The Committee held its first session from November 2nd to 5th, 1931. The draft protocolsubmitted by the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics contained the twofollowing clauses:

(1) The Contracting Parties once more solemnly affirm the principle, proclaimedat the International Economic Conference of 1927, of the peaceful co-existence of countriesirrespective of their social-political and economic systems.
(2) The parties undertake in their mutual relations to forgo any discriminationwhatever, and to regard as incompatible with the principles of the present Protocol theadoption and application in their respective countries of a special system directed againstone or more of the countries signing the present Protocol or not applicable to all other

countries.

As a result of its discussions, the Committee reached the following conclusions
(1) The Committee endorses the general idea underlying the proposal for a pactof non-aggression.
(2) It asserts that it is possible for countries with a different economic and socialstructure to exist peacefully side by side. It emphasises the necessity of States beingguided in their economic relations solely by the needs of economic life and not by anyconsiderations explicitly derived from differences in political and social systems.
(3) Having regard to the different interpretations given to the actual terms of thedraft pact and the difficulty of defining aggression, discrimination, etc., within the frame-work of such a pact;
Seeing that the draft under consideration does not seem likely to secure unanimousacceptance or even acceptance by a majority of the members of the Committee;
And having regard to the necessity of reconsidering the questionin the light of thediscussion that has taken place in the Committee:
The Committee decides to meet again before the meeting of the Commission ofEnquiry for European Union in January 1932 to re-examine the question, taking intoaccount any amendments or further observations which the Governments are requestedto send to the Secretary-General in good time.

The meeting of the Commission of Enquiry which was to have been held in January 1932having been deferred, the meeting of the Special Committee was also postponed to a laterdate.

6.

POLITICAL QUESTIONS.

I. APPEAL BY THE CHINESE GOVERNMENT.

The report submitted by the Secretary-General to the extraordinary session of theAssembly convened for the purpose of enquiring into the Sino-Japanese dispute 1 sets outthe action taken by the League of Nations between September 21st, 1931, when the disputewas referred to the Council at the request of the Chinese Government and the date on which,also at the request of that Government, the Council referred the matter to the Assembly underArticle 15, paragraph 9, of the Covenant.

SUMMONING OF AN EXTRAORDINARY SESSION OF THE ASSEMBLY.

In accordance with the resolution of the Council referring the matter to the Assembly
(February 19th, 1932), the Assembly was summoned for March 3rd.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PARTIES TO THE DISPUTE.

The Council resolution of February 19th had requested the parties to the dispute to useall diligence in communicating to the Secretary-General for the use of the Assembly thestatements of their case, with all the relevant facts and papers, as provided for in Article 15,paragraph 2, of the Covenant.

1 Document A.(Extr.).4.1932.VII, February 29th, 1932.
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The statement of the Chinese Government's case was submitted on February 22nd. 1 The
conclusions of this statement were as follows 2 :

" 1. On the evening of September 18th, 1931, Japan, without warning, launched a
violent attack with armed forces upon the territory of China.

" 2. Notwithstanding the active efforts of the Council in the exercise of its conciliatory
function under Article 11 of the Covenant, this attack has been steadily and consistently
developed into a formidable invasion and occupation, not only of Manchuria, but also of
other parts of China.

"3. Japan has failed to comply with the resolutions of the Council providing for
the cessation of her hostile action and the withdrawal of her armed forces. The resolutions
of September 30th and of December 9th, consented to by Japan herself, have not been
carried out either in letter or in spirit.

" 4. The efforts of Members of the League, acting in collaboration with the United
States of America, have likewise proved unavailing to bring about a cessation of Japan's
armed aggression, which still continues, not only in Manchuria, but also at Shanghai and
elsewhere. Nanking, the capital of China, has been bombarded and is threatened with
further bombardment ; the Government has been obliged to transfer its seat from Nanking
to Loyang.

"5. The violation by Japan of the League Covenant, of the Pact of Paris, and of the
Nine-Power Treaty is a fact which has been made so clear as to admit of no dispute.

" 6. China respectfully submits that the elementary facts of the situation, as above
stated, plainly call for the exercise of the full powers of the League under its Covenant to
bring about an immediate cessation of hostile and aggressive action by Japan, the prompt
evacuation of China's territory by Japanese forces and the settlement of the entire
controversy between China and Japan by peaceful means."

On March 2nd, under instructions from his Government, the Japanese representative on
the Council addressed to the Secretary-General an explanatory note regarding the Shanghai
incidents. 3 After having recalled the fact that, in a previous note of February 29th,4 he had
maintained the objections raised on January 29th and 30th at the Council against the application
of Article 15 of the Covenant to the existing difficulties between Japan and China, and after
having stated that his country would participate in the Assembly subject to these objections,
the Japanese representative added that the note which he had submitted to the Secretary
General was therefore not, properly speaking, the statement referred to in Article 15, but rather
simply an explanation of what had occurred at Shanghai. He trusted, however, that the
Secretary-General would find in it the necessary information and the essential facts and he
requested that it might be communicated to the Assembly.

INFORMATION COMMUNICATED TO THE ASSEMBLY.

The Council resolution of February 19th had noted that the measures already instituted in
order to obtain the information necessary for the consideration of the dispute would be
continued.

The Secretary-General had, indeed, communicated to the Assembly the reports of the
Commission of Enquiry set up at Shanghai in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 1
of Article 15 of the Covenant 5 and also the notes communicated to him by the Chinese and
Japanese delegations on the subject of these reports. 6

In addition, he submitted to the Assembly the report mentioned above, giving particulars
of the action taken by the League between September 21st, 1931, when the first appeal was
made by the Chinese Government under the terms of Article 11 of the Covenant, and
February 29th, 1932.7

MEETING OF THE EXTRAORDINARY SESSION OF THE ASSEMBLY.

The Assembly met in extraordinary session at Geneva on March 3rd. Fifty Members of the
League were represented.

The session was opened by the representative of France, President in office of the Council.
After having explained the nature of the dispute and the steps taken by the Council to

facilitate its solution, M. Paul-Boncour reminded the Assembly that at the last meeting of
the Council, on February 29th, he had proposed to his colleagues a plan which appeared to

1 Document A.(Extr.).1.1932.VII.
2 Document A.(Extr.)l.1932.VII, page 33.
3 Document A.(Extr.).6.1932.VII. On March 23rd, the Chinese delegation communicated its observations on this

explanatory note (document A. (Extr.).83.1932.VIT.
4 Document A.(Extr.).6a.1932.VII.
5 The Commission of Enquiry was composed of the Consuls of Italy (President), the United Kingdom, France,

Germany, Norway and; Spain. The Consul of the United States of America co-operated in the work of the Commission.
6 See document A.(Extr.).3.1932.VII, containing the first three reports of the Shanghai Commission, the supplements

to these reports and. the observations of the two delegations ; document A.(Extr.).15.1932.VII, containing the fourth
report of the Commission dated March 5th, and document A.(Extr.).77.1932.VII, containing the supplementary
observations of the Japanese delegation on the third report and its observations on the fourth report. See also docu-
ment A.(Extr.).6.1932.VII, the Chapter V of which contains observations of the Japanese delegation on the first
report of the Commission.

7 Doument A.( Extr.).4.1932.VII.
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him likely to lead to the cessation of hostilities and the re-establishment of peace in the neigh-
bourhood of Shanghai. This plan was as follows:

" (1) A Conference to be immediately set up in Shanghai composed of representatives
of the Governments of China and Japan, together with representatives of the other Powers
above referred to,l for the purpose of bringing about a final cessation of hostilities and
the restoration of peaceful conditions in the Shanghai area.

" (2) The Conference would be undertaken on the basis (a) that Japan has no
political or territorial designs and no intention of establishing a Japanese settlement in
Shanghai or of otherwise advancing the exclusive interests of the Japanese, and (b) that
China enters the Conference on the basis that the safety and integrity of the International
and French Settlements must be preserved under arrangements which will secure these
areas and their residents from danger.

"(3) The meeting of this Conference is, of course, subject to the making of local
arrangements for a cessation of hostilities. The Council trusts that this will very speedily
be brought about. It is proposed that the military, naval, and civilian authorities of the
other principal Powers represented in Shanghai will render all possible assistance in
consolidating the arrangements."
This proposal was aimed at the immediate re-establishment of peace in the Shanghai

area, without prejudice to, or qualification of, any position previously taken up by the
League of Nations or any Power in relation to Sino-Japanese affairs.

The Government of the United States of America had immediately stated that it was
happy to associate itself with this effort for the re-establishment of peace, and that, if the
proposal of the Council was acceptable to the Chinese and Japanese Governments, his Govern-
ment would instruct its representatives at Shanghai to co-operate with the representatives
of the other Powers.2

The two parties to the dispute then expressed their views on the plan submitted by the
President of the Council.

The Japanese Government on March 1st had signified that it was willing to accept this
plan. The President of the Council replied on March 2nd to this communication, stating that
he was extremely happy to note the acceptance by the Japanese Government, that he ventured
nevertheless to point out that the proposals set out in the plan which he had proposed were
" subject to the making of local arrangements for a cessation of hostilities ", and that the
Council had expressed the hope that such a cessation would be brought about very speedily.3

In reply to the communication of the President of the Council, the Japanese representative
had stated that his Government intended to secure the cessation of hostilities at the earliest
possible moment, whatever might be the turn taken by the military operations. As, however,
it was quite obvious that the agreement could only be concluded in the area of hostilities itself,
the Japanese Government had issued appropriate instructions to the Japanese Minister at
Shanghai. He added that negotiations were being actively pursued, as appeared from
information which he had just received and ad added to his communication to the President
of the Council.4

The representative of China had declared on March 2nd that his Government, which on
February 29th had accepted the armistice proposals based on the principle of simultaneous
evacuation, was ready, if the armistice were accepted and carried out, to accept also the
proposal of the President of the Council and to participate in the Conference at Shanghai,
recognising that the safety of the International Settlement and the French Concession was
essential to the maintenance of peace in and around Shanghai, and on the understanding that :
(1) the Conference was concerned only with he restoration of peace in Shanghai and that
all questions arising out of the Sino-Japanese conflict in any part of China would be settled
in accordance with the procedure invoked by China before the League, (2) that participation
in this Conference was subject to agreement between the participating Governments as to its
agenda. 5

After having summed up the situation, the President of the Council said:
" The execution of the plan of the Council is obviously conditional on the cessation

of hostilities, and there still exists between the two parties, as regards the terms of the
cessation of hostilities, a difference of opinion which has not yet been reconciled. At the
same time, though hostilities have not ceased, at least in the legal sense of an armistice,
I was notified this morning of the cessation of the Japanese offensive.

" Our present deliberations are opening under auspices certainly less unfavourable
than were feared at the tragic moment when this Assembly was convened."

ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT, CONSTITUTION OF THE BUREAU AND OF A GENERAL
COMMISSION OF THE ASSEMBLY.

Having elected its President, M. Paul Hymans (Belgium), and having set up its Bureau,
consisting of the President, eight Vice-Presidents and the Secretary-General, the Assembly

1 That is to say, the other principal Powers ha-7ing spec'al interests in the Shanghai settlements, and whoserepresentatives were therefore read ly available to make the local contribution o& ther fr endly aid. These Powerswere: the United Kingd m, France, the United States of Amer.ca, and Italy.
2 Document C.286.M.173.1932.VII.
3 Document C.293.M.180.1932.VII.
4 Document C.295.M.182.1932.VIL.
5 Document A.(Extr.).7.1932.VII.

2 A.



18 

decided to set up a General Commission on which all its members would be represented and
to which the problem as a whole would be referred.

STATEMENTS OF THE CHINESE AND JAPANESE DELEGATES.

The Assembly then heard in plenary session the representatives of the two parties.
The Chinese delegate began his statement by announcing that the negotiations at Shanghai

had broken down, thereby nullifying the Council's proposal of February 29th based on the
acceptance and observance of an armistice. Hostilities continued. The representative of China
therefore requested the Assembly, as its most urgent task under Article 15 of the Covenant,
to endeavour to establish an armistice between the parties on the basis of the principle of mutual
and simultaneous evacuation, in conformity with the provisions of the Covenant.

The representative of China then gave a general account of the conflict and, in conclusion,
put forward the following four requests:

' (1) We urge this Extraordinary Assembly which is now seized of the whole dispute
between the Republic of China and the Empire of Japan to explore and exhaust
the possibilities of effecting a settlement in conformity with the provisions of our Covenant.

" (2) China asks you to do everything in your power, first to bring about the
cessation of all hostile action on her territory and the withdrawal of the invading forces,
and second the peaceful settlement of the entire Sino-Japanese controversy within the
scope of the Council's resolutions and the spirit of the Covenant. Naturally, no measure
taken in relation either to Shanghai or to Manchuria, which encroaches upon China's
sovereign rights or is contrary to the general principles of international law or existing
treaty obligations to third parties, can be regarded as a settlement.

"(3) We ask you to recognise that the Covenant has been broken.

" (4) We ask you solemnly to declare that for the present terrible state of affairs
which prevails in Manchuria, Shanghai and other parts of China, my country bears no
shadow of responsibility. When the Assembly has made this declaration it will have
begun to mobilise those moral forces by which we still believe this conflict may be ended."

The delegate of Japan, before beginning his statement, communicated to the Assembly
the latest information which he had received from Shanghai; the Commander-in-Chief of the
Japanese army in the Shanghai area had on that day published a declaration to the effect that
the Japanese troops had been ordered to halt for the present at the position they were actually
occupying and to cease all fighting, provided the Chinese took no further hostile action. The
Commander-in-Chief of the Japanese fleet in the Shanghai area had made a similar declaration
of the cessation of hostilities.

The Japanese delegate then made a statement on the Shanghai incident, its origin,
development and present position, and on the attitude of his Government in this matter.
This attitude he described as follows:

"(1) If the danger to the Japanese residents and the International Settlement,
a portion of which is entrusted to the Japanese forces for protection, could be removed,
the Japanese forces are prepared to cease hostilities immediately. According as the
situation in the Shanghai area becomes pacified, the Japanese expeditionary land forces
will be withdrawn from Chinese territory.

" (2) The Japanese Government is prepared to hold a round-table conference with
the representatives of the Powers intimately interested in Shanghai, to deliberate upon
the means of safeguarding, in the future, the rights. and interests of the Powers
concerned.

"(3) The Japanese Government has no intention whatever to promote any political
or territorial ambition in the Shanghai region, availing itself of the present situation.
We have no desire to establish a Japanese Settlement in Shanghai or in any other way
to advance the exclusive interests of the Japanese."

Regarding Manchuria, M. Matsudaira made the following declaration:

"As regards the question of Manchuria; this is, in the opinion of the Japanese
Government, not a matter to be discussed at this Assembly. But since our Chinese
colleague in his remarks has referred at length to the situation in Manchuria, I shall quote
from the speech made in the Diet on January 21st by M. Yoshizawa, the Japanese
Minister for Foreign Affairs, regarding this question.

"'China', he said, 'being our neighbour, always stands both economically and
politically in intimate relationship with this country. In regard to Manchuria, in
particular, for historical and geographical reasons, political considerations must
become of preponderant interest. It is, of course, beyond argument that the welfare
of Manchuria is of the greatest consequence to Japan. There are more than a million
Japanese subjects residing in Manchuria, and we possess in that region, in connection
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with the leased territory, railways, mines, etc., numerous rights and interests of vitalimportance, secured either by treaty or by contract.
"' In recent years, the Chinese authorities, ignoring the historical fact thatthe present development of Manchuria is entirely due to Japanese efforts, and takingadvantage of our complaisance, have pursued a policy of oppression towards ourcountrymen and have again and again set at naught their treaty rights and interests.The protests and warnings of our Government, despatched from time to time, were oflittle avail. Thus, the situation became politically more and more disquieting and themenace to our position increasingly grave. The patience of our people was triedto breaking point when suddenly there occurred the railway bombing incident ofSeptember 18th, 1931, precipitating a collision between Japanese and Chinesesoldiers, the later developments of which events are well known to all.
"' Manchuria holds the key to peace in the Far East. That was true even beforethe Russo-Japanese war: it is even more true at the present time. In the past,the Japanese Government has always done everything in its power to preventthe civil disturbances of China from spreading into Manchuria because we possessthere important rights and interests rendering the maintenance of peace and orderin Manchuria a matter of absolute necessity to Japan. Thanks to these untiringefforts, Manchuria has been kept free from the. constant turmoil of China proper,and has been turned into a land of peace and prosperity. But for the Chinesedisregard of treaty and contractual obligations, I believe that the incident ofSeptember 18th would never have resulted in the present complications. At anyrate, as we have been chiefly responsible in the past for the maintenance of peacein Manchuria, so will our responsibilities in this respect be enhanced rather thanlessened in the future.
- 'I desire to add a word in this connection to make it clear that Japan harboursno territorial designs in Manchuria and that she will uphold the principles of the opendoor and equal opportunity as well as of existing treaties relating to that territory.What Japan desires is only to secure peace and order for Manchuria and to makethat region safe both for Chinese and foreigners, and open to all for economicdevelopments.'

After making this declaration, the Japanese delegate added:

"The Manchurian affair has, as you are aware, already been taken up by the Leagueof Nations, and, under the decision of its Council on December 10th last, a Commissionof Enquiry is now on its way to the spot. We are awaiting the outcome of its labours,which will afford valuable material for the final solution of the question between Japanand China. It would be unwise to reopen discussions at this Assembly on a matter whichis being fully looked after and in which no danger of rupture is in sight. Such a course.would only cause confusion and would be harmful to its settlement, which we allearnestly desire."

QUESTION OF THE CESSATION OF HOSTILITIES IN THE SHANGHAI AREA.

The General Commission met after the Assembly had heard, on March 3rd, the statementsof the representatives of the parties. The General Commission decided that its Presidentand its officers should be those elected by the Assembly, and passed immediately, on March 4th,to the examination of the question of the cessation of hostilities in the Shanghai area.The General Commission took note of the fact that, according to the information receivedfrom the two parties, orders for the cessation of hostilities had been given by both sides.Nevertheless, information from Chinese sources was to the effect that Japanese attacks onChinese forces were continuing; that Japanese transports were disembarking troops in thedistrict beyond Liuho (near Woosung) and also at Pootung on the right bank of the WangpooRiver (opposite Shanghai), and that violent fighting was taking place.
From the Japanese side, only chance skirmishes were reported, and it was stated thateven if they recurred from time to time they would not modify the attitude of the Japaneseforces as defined in the proclamations made by the Japanese Commanding Officer. Asforthetransports whose arrival was reported by the Chinese, the Japanese delegate stated that theywere conveying certain reinforcements whose despatch had been already decided upon, butthat with the removal of the necessity for these reinforcements they would be sent home, amatter which would have to be regulated at the proposed Shanghai Conference.

INFORMATION ON THE MILITARY SITUATION TO BE SUPPLIED BY THE FOUR
NEUTRAL POWERS POSSESSING MILITARY, NAVAL AND CIVIL REPRESENTATIVES AT SHANGHAI.

The Chinese representative having proposed that, with the object of securing informationon the situation, advantage might be taken of the services of the British, American, Frenchand Italian admirals at Shanghai, the Secretary-General announced that he had already
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telegraphed to the Shanghai Commission of Enquiry, asking it to furnish a further report, 
but that it was also his intention to apply to the Powers who had military, naval and civil
authorities on the spot and who were in consequence in a better position to supply information
on events which might take place some distance from the town.

The four Powers concerned (France, Italy, the United Kingdom and the United States
of America) agreed to the Secretary-General's suggestion.

Between March 8th and April 1st, the United Kingdom Minister in China, being the senior
member, had telegraphed to the United Kingdom delegation twenty-one daily reports on
the military situation in the neighbourhood of Shanghai, which were communicated to the
Assembly. A twenty-second report was despatched on May 2nd.

RESOLUTION OF MARCH 4TH.

On the proposal of the President, the Bureau of the General Commission prepared
a draft resolution which was adopted, after a short discussion, by the Commission and
subsequently by the Assembly.

The resolution of March 4th is as follows:
"The Assembly,
"Recalling the suggestions made by the Council on February 29th and without

prejudice to the other measures thereunder envisaged:
"(1) Calls upon the Governments of China and Japan to take immediately the

necessary measures to ensure that the orders which, as it has been informed, have been
issued by the military commanders on both sides for the cessation of hostilities, shall be
made effective;

"(2) Requests the other Powers which have special interests in the Shanghai
Settlements to inform the Assembly of the manner in which the invitation set out in
the previous paragraph has been executed;

"(3) Recommends that negotiations be entered into by the Chinese and Japanese
representatives, with the assistance of the military, naval and civilian authorities of
the Powers mentioned above, for the conclusion of arrangements which shall render
definite the cessation of hostilities and regulate2 the withdrawal of the Japanese
forces. The Assembly will be glad to be kept informed by the Powers mentioned
above of the development of these negotiations."

During the discussion of this text in the General Commission, the Japanese delegate
proposed an amendment to paragraph 3. His request was that the negotiations referred to
in this paragraph should depend upon the " conclusion of arrangements which shall render
definite the cessation of hostilities" and should regulate "les conditions et les modalites 2 du
retrait des forces japonaises, ainsi que la situation future des forces chinoises ".

The President pointed out that the word " conditions" signified a fact on which the
withdrawal would depend, and that those who had drawn up the draft resolution had in mind
the technical conditions governing the withdrawal of the forces, whereas the word " conditions"
might imply political conditions.

The Japanese representative declared that the withdrawal of the Japanese forces was
conditioned by certain essential circumstances. If the word " conditions " was too strong,
he was entirely prepared to accept any other term which would meet the same object, but
the maintenance of security and the maintenance of order, which engendered the feeling of
security, and the protection of the lives and property of Japanese nationals were conditions
on which Japan must insist before the withdrawal could be carried out.

The President stated that there was a shade of difference between the language of the
Japanese delegate and his own. The idea in the mind of the drafters of the resolution was,
in his opinion, that all questions relating to security formed part of the " arrangements which
would render definite the cessation of hostilities and regulate the withdrawal of the Japanese
forces ". That was a problem with many complex facets which could not be solved at Geneva
in all its aspects. Those who were on the spot and were acquainted with the exact position
would be specially qualified to settle it.

The President then asked his colleagues to express their views, and the representative
of Switzerland stated his in the following terms:

" What the resolution expresses is as follows : The principle of the withdrawal of the
Japanese troops must not be questioned; Japan has promised that withdrawal, China
demands it as a natural right. If you add the word ' conditions ' you will be reopening
the question of principle. That is inadmissible .... "
The Czechoslovak delegate supported M. Motta's view.
The Japanese delegate then made the following declaration :

" We are anxious to have a clearer text, I will not say one which will give us entire
satisfaction but one that will at any rate be more precise. We are satisfied with the

1 This report (fourth report of the Shanghai Commission) was received and: distributed the following day, March 5th
(document A.(Extr.).15.1932.VII).

2 The French text of ths draft resolution which was submitted to the General Commission used the words regler
les mldalites du rerait t; the English text used the words " regulate the withdrawal ". On the conclusion of the debate
in the General Commission les mgdalites were omitted in order to make the French text identical with the English text,
the sense of the resolution not being affected by this omission.
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interpretation which the President gave just now - it may perhaps have been a personalopinion - and with that interpretation we could accept the text as it stands and will
make no objection to its adoption by the Assembly."

Before the resolution was approved by the Assembly, however, the Chinese delegate madethe following declaration

" As I read the resolution, and as I understand the President to interpret it, thenegotiations mentioned in paragraph 3 refer to armistice negotiations rather than to the
so-called Shanghai Conference, which is to follow the armistice negotiations. We accept
the resolution on that understanding ; and also with the understanding, which has been
so splendidly emphasised by M. Motta and M. Benes, that no condition should be imposed
upon the withdrawal of troops occupying the territory of an invaded country. We consider
that Members of the League cannot be expected or asked to pay a price for the enforcenment
of the right of being protected against foreign aggression, which is a right guaranteed to
every Member of the League by the Covenant."
The resolution of March 4th was then adopted by the unanimous vote of the Assembly

including China and Japan.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA REGARDING THE RESOLUTION
OF MARCH 4TH.

The Secretary-General had transmitted a copy of the resolution of March 4th to the Minister
of the United States at Berne. On March 5th, the latter communicated the Secretary of
State's reply. Mr. Stimson stated that the American military authorities at Shanghai had beeninstructed to co-operate.

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND RESOLUTION OF MARCH 11TH.

During March 5th, 7th and 8th, the Sino-Japanese dispute was the subject of a general
discussion in the Commission of the Assembly. The delegates of thirty-three Member States
stated the views of their respective Governments.

At the conclusion of this debate, and after hearing further statements by the delegates
of China and Japan, the General Commission on March 8th instructed a drafting committee
under the chairmanship of M. Hymans to prepare a draft resolution taking account of the
ideas which had been expressed during the discussions and those underlying the draft resolutions
which the various delegations had submitted or intended to submit.

This drafting committee was composed of the members of the Bureau and of the authors
of the draft resolutions; it instructed two sub-committees to prepare, respectively, the first
part of the resolution setting out the principles contained particularly in the eleven drafts
which had been submitted, and the second part concerning the procedure to be adopted by the
Assembly for settling the dispute.

On March 10th, the drafting committee framed a draft resolution which, after having been
communicated to the delegations, was considered on March 11th by the General Commission.

The representative of Japan stated that his Government was entirely in agreement with
the fundamental principles set forth in the resolution and that, as he had declared on many
occasions, it would be guided by those principles. Since the present incidents began, Japan had
followed the Council's procedure with goodwill. She had furnished full explanations. She had
shown that patience and conciliatory spirit which she had exhibited for many years in spite of
innumerable provocations by China, and sincerely desired to maintain with her friendly and
fruitful relations. In virtue of Article 11, Japan had proposed that a Commission of Enquiry
should be sent to the Far East to obtain the necessary information for settling the whole matter.
This procedure was still in progress; the Commission of Enquiry was even then beginning
its work.

When this procedure was being considered, the Japanese Government, on January 29th
and 30th, had raised objections before the Council with regard to the applicability of Article 15
of the Covenant to the general subject of the dispute.

Japan had taken part in the Assembly subject to certain reservations with regard to the
applicability of this article, and therefore could not vote for the draft resolution. The Japanese
delegation would simply refrain from voting in order not to oppose the adoption of the resolution.

After this statement, the draft resolution was forwarded by the General Conmmission to
the Assembly, which was immediately sumimoned in plenary session. The resolution was
unanimously adopted, the Japanese and Chinese delegations abstaining, the abstention of China
being due to the fact that the delegation had received no instructions from its Government.

The resolution of March 11th is as follow:

" I.
" The Assembly,
" Considering that the provisions of the Covenant are entirely applicable to the present

dispute, more particularly as regards:

" (1) The principle of a scrupulous respect for treaties;
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"(2) The undertaking entered into by Members of the League of Nations to
respect and preserve as against external aggression the territorial integrity and
existing political independence of all the Members of the League;

" (3) Their obligation to submit any dispute which may arise between them to
procedures for peaceful settlement;

"Adopting the principles laid down by the acting President of the Council, M. Briand,
in his declaration of December 10th, 1931,;

"Recalling the fact that twelve Members of the Council again invoked those principles
in their appeal to the Japanese Government on February 16th, 1932, when they declared
' that no infringement of the territorial integrity and no change in the political independence
of any Member of the League brought about in disregard of Article 10 of the Covenant
ought to be recognised as valid and effectual by Members of the League of Nations ';

" Considering that the principles governing international relations and the peaceful
settlement of disputes between Members of the League above referred to are in full harmony
with the Pact of Paris, which is one of the cornerstones of the peace organisation of the
world and under Article 2 of which ' the High Contracting Parties agree that the settlement
or solution of all disputes or conflicts, of whatever nature and whatever origin they may
be, which may arise among them shall never be sought except by pacific means';

" Pending the steps which it may ultimately take for the settlement of the dispute
which has been referred to it:

" Proclaims the binding nature of the principles and provisions referred to above
and declares that it is incumbent upon the Members of the League of Nations not to
recognise any situation, treaty or agreement which may be brought about by means
contrary to the Covenant of the League of Nations or to the Pact of Paris.

"' II.
" The Assembly.
" Affirming that it is contrary to the spirit of the Covenant that the settlement of the

Sino-Japanese dispute should besought under the stress of military pressure on the part of
either party;

" Recalls the resolutions adopted by the Council on September 30th and on December
10th, 1931, in agreement with the parties;

" Recalls also its own resolution of March 4th, 1932, adopted in agreement with the
parties, with a view to the definitive cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal of the
Japanese forces; notes that the Powers Members of the League of Nations having special
interests in the Shanghai Settlements are prepared to give every assistance to this end,
and requests those Powers, if necessary, to co-operate in maintaining order in the evacuated
zone.

1 II.
" The Assembly,

In view of the request formulated on January 29th by the Chinese Government
invoking the application to the dispute of the procedure provided for in Article 15 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations;

' In view of the request formulated on February 12th by the Chinese Government that
the dispute should be referred to the Assembly in conformity with Article 15, paragraph 9,
of the Covenant and in view of the Council's decision of February 19th ;

" Considering that the whole of the dispute which forms the subject of the Chinese
Government's request is referred to it and that it is under an obligation to apply the
procedure of conciliation provided for in paragraph 3 of Article 15 of the Covenant and, if
necessary, the procedure in regard to recommendations provided for in paragraph 4
of the same article;

" Decides to set up a Committee of nineteen members - namely, the President of
the Assembly, who will act as Chairman of the Committee, the Members of the Council
other than the parties to the dispute and six other Members to be elected by secret ballot.

" This Committee, exercising its functions on behalf of and under the supervision of
the Assembly, shall be instructed :

"(1) To report as soon as possible on the cessation of hostilities and the conclusion
of arrangements which shall render definitive the said cessation and shall regulate the
withdrawal of the Japanese forces in conformity with the Assembly resolution of
March 4th, 1932;

" (2) To follow the execution of the resolutions adopted by the Council on
September 30th and December 10th, 1931;

" (3) To endeavour to prepare the settlement of the dispute in agreement with
the parties, in accordance with Article 15, paragraph 3, of the Covenant, and to
submit a statement to the Assembly;

" (4) To propose, if necessary, that the Assembly submit to the Permanent
Court of International Justice a request for an advisory opinion;

" (5) To prepare, if need be, the draft of the report provided for in Article 15,
paragraph 4, of the Covenant;
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"(6) To propose any urgent measure which may appear necessary;
"(7) To submit a first progress report to the Assembly as soon as possible and

at latest on May 1st, 1932.

"The Assembly requests the Council to communicate to the Committee, together
with any observations it may have to make, any documentation that it may think fit to
transmit to the Assembly;

' The Assembly shall remain in session and its President may convene it as soon as
he may deem this necessary."

CONSTITUTION OF THE COMMITTEE OF NINETEEN.

The Assembly immediately proceeded to the constitution of a Committee of nineteen
members which, under the terms of Part III of the resolution of March 11th, was composed
of the President of the Assembly, the Members of the Council other than the parties to the
dispute, and six other members elected by secret ballot. The following were elected: Switzer-
land, Czechoslovakia, Colombia, Portugal, Hungary and Sweden.

The President then announced the adjournment of the Assembly until it should be convened
again, and stated that he would shortly convene a meeting of the Committee of Nineteen.

ACCEPTANCE BY CHINA OF THE RESOLUTION OF MARCH 11TH.

On March 12th, the Chinese delegate informed the President of the Assembly of the
acceptance by his Government othe resolution of hMarch 11th. 

" My Government ", said Dr. Yen, " is gratified that practically all the important
principles for which it has contended since the very beginning of the Sino-Japanese dispute
have been incorporated in the resolution. My Government desires to refer in particular
to three of these principles:

(1) That the settlement of the dispute should not be sought under the stress
of military coercion, which my Government takes to mean that the evacuation of
Japanese troops must precede negotiation;

" (2) That it is the obligation of Members of the League to submit any dispute
which may arise among them to procedures for peaceful settlement, which absolves
the Republic of China from all responsibility for the present terrible state of affairs
in Manchuria, Shanghai and other parts of China;

" (3) That it is incumbent upon the Members of the League of Nations not to
recognise any situation, etc., brought about contrary to the Covenant of the League
or the Pact of Paris. The word ' situation ' must, of course, cover the present state
of things created in Manchuria through Japanese manipulation, instigation and
military support in particular, to the puppet Government in Manchuria."

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA CONCERNING
THE RESOLUTION OF MARCH 11TH.

Immediately after the passing of the resolution, the Secretary-General sent a copy of it
to the Minister of the United States of America at Berne, for the information of his Government,
drawing particular attention to Part II of the resolution, in which the Assembly appealed to the
co-operation of Powers with special interests in the Shanghai Concessions.

On March 12th, the Minister of the United States at Berne sent to the Secretary-General
two communications. The first contained a statement made on March 11th by the Secretary
of State. This statement was as follows:

" The nations of the League at Geneva have united in a common attitude and purpose
towards the perilous disturbances in the Far East. The action of the Assembly expresses
the purpose for peace which is found both in the Pact of Paris and the Covenant of the
League of Nations. In this expression all the nations of the world can speak with the
same voice. This action will go far toward developing into terms of international law the
principles of order and justice which underlie those treaties, and the Government of the
United States has been glad to co-operate earnestly in this effort." 2

The second communication, in reply to the letter of the Secretary-General, was as
follows:

" I am instructed by my Government to express to you its gratification at the action
taken by the Assembly of the League of Nations. My Government is especially gratified
that the nations of the world are united on a policy not to recognise the validity of results
attained in violation of the treaties in question. This is a distinct contribution to
international law and offers a constructive basis for peace.

1 Document A.(Extr.).52.1932.VII.
2 Document A.(Extr.).49.1932.VII.
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" The Assembly recalls several resolutions, and cites especially its own resolution
of March 4th, 1932, adopted in agreement with the parties with a view to the definitive
cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal of the Japanese forces. My Government, as
one of the Powers which have special interests in the Shanghai Settlement, has already
authorised its representatives at Shanghai to assist in co-operation with the representatives
of other Powers similarly situated toward the consummation of those objectives." 

MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE OF NINETEEN.

The Committee of the Assembly set up in virtue of the resolution of March 11th met on
the 16th under the Presidency of M. Hymans. A public meeting, at which the representatives
of the parties to the dispute were present, was held on the following day.

The Committee held a further session from April 16th to April 29th. At the conclusion
of this session, it submitted to the Assembly, in accordance with Part III, paragraph 1, of the
resolution of March 11th, a report 2 " on the cessation of hostilities (in the Shanghai area)
and the conclusion of arrangements which shall render definitive the said issue and shall regulate
the withdrawal of the Japanese forces in conformity with the Assembly resolution of March
4th ". To this report was added a draft resolution which the Committee proposed for adoption
by the Assembly.

FIFTH MEETING OF THE ASSEMBLY (RESOLUTION OF APRIL 30TH, 1932).

At its meeting on April 30th, the President first of all gave a brief summary of the report
of the Committee of Nineteen:

'" We have first ", he said, "the satisfaction of noting that hostilities ceased several
weeks ago. There have, of course, been a few skirmishes here and there, but the Chinese
delegation wrote to us on April 12th that fighting had virtually ceased and that no blood
was being shed. ' This is indeed ', said the Chinese delegation, 'a precious result and one
for which the Chinese Government wishes to express the profound gratitude of the
Chinese people to the Assembly .

" Secondly, according to information received from Shanghai and from the Chinese
and Japanese delegations, the withdrawal of the Japanese forces is now being carried out.
A number of army and naval units have left for Japan.

" The Assembly, at its meetings on March 4th and 1 1th, recommended that negotiations
should be entered into by the Chinese and Japanese representatives, with the assistance
of the representatives of the four Powers which have special interests in the Settlements,
for the conclusion of arrangements which should render definite the cessation of hostilities
and regulate the withdrawal of the troops. These negotiations began on March 14th, but
certain difficulties arose at the outset. The Committee of Nineteen met for the first time
on March 17th. The difficulties in question were brought to its notice and it discussed
them. They were removed and the negotiations were continued. A provisional agreement
was reached concerning the fundamental clauses of a draft armistice.

" After a few days, however, a difference arose between China and Japan as to the
time-limit within which the Japanese troops were to withdraw, and the negotiations were
held up owing to this difficulty. The Chinese delegation brought the incident before us.
The two delegations sent us memoranda containing information concerning the progress
of the negotiations and communicated to us all the relevant papers.

" The Special Committee met on April 16th to examine the position, and instructed
your President to get into touch with the Chinese and Japanese representatives. A series
of conversations followed, and the Committee met again on April 18th, 19th, 26th, 28th
and 29th.

" On April 19th, the Committee, considering itself to be an organ of conciliation,
drew up a preliminary draft resolution which would, it believed, bring about an agreement
between China and Japan. The preliminary draft was communicated to the two delegations
and discussed with them, but the agreement for which we were hoping was not achieved
on all points. There was still a difference on one important matter. In the meantime,
we learnt that a new effort at conciliation was being made at Shanghai on the initiative
of the Chairman of the Committee of the representatives of the four Powers having special
interests in the Settlements. The Minister of the United Kingdom, Sir Miles Lampson,
told us that the negotiations were going on favourably and that an agreement had at last
virtually been reached, thanks to an addition to the text of Annex 3, which refers to
Article IV in the draft of the armistice.

"The report (document A.(Extr.).108.1932.VII) gives all the necessary details,
and I wish to draw attention to a few points only.

" The draft agreement for the armistice provides for the establishment of a Joint
Commission including members representing China and Japan and civilian, military and
naval representatives of the four Powers which have special interests in the Settlements.
The duties of this Commission will be to survey the withdrawal of the troops and to colla-
borate in arranging for the transfer of the territory evacuated to the Chinese police and
to watch, in such manner as it deems best, the carrying out of the provisions of the armistice

' Document A.(Extr.).50.1932.VII.
2 Document A.(Extr.).108.1932.VII.
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in particular, that relating to the withdrawal of the Japanese forces. The Commissionwill also be authorised to call attention to any neglect in carrying out the armisticeprovisions. In default of unanimity, for which we all, of course, hope, the Joint Commission
may, in all cases, take majority decisions, the Chairman having a casting vote.There can be no question that the establishment of this Commission, its composition
and its duties are important factors in the draft agreement which, we are informed, willbe concluded officially and definitively, and will, it is likewise announced, be signedwithin a very few days."

The President then submitted to the Assembly the draft resolution prepared by theCommittee of Nineteen.

"The Assembly,
- (1) Considering that its resolutions of March 4th and 11th recommended thatnegotiations should be entered into by the Chinese and Japanese representatives, withthe assistance of the military, naval and civilian authorities of the Powers having specialinterests in the Shanghai Settlements, for the conclusion of arrangements which shall

render definite the cessation of hostilities and regulate the withdrawal of the Japaneseforces;

" (2) Considering that, while it is not for its Committee to take the place of the
negotiators - since the arrangements contemplated in the Assembly resolutions of March4th and 11th can only be concluded on the spot - every Power represented in thesenegotiations is entitled, should serious difficulties be encountered in the course of thenegotiations or in the carrying out of the above-mentioned arrangements, to notify theCommittee, 'which exercises its functions on behalf of and under supervision of theAssembly', of those difficulties;

" (3) Considering that the negotiations should be pursued in accordance with theabove-mentioned resolutions, no one of the parties being entitled to insist on conditionswhich would be incompatible with the said resolutions;
" (4) Having noted the articles of he draft armistice which have been communicatedto the Committee of the Assembly and have been accepted by the two parties:
" (5) Considers that these articles conform to the spirit of the said resolutions
" (6) Notes in particular that, under Article III of the said draft, the JapaneseGovernment undertakes to carry out the withdrawal of its forces to the International

Settlement and the roads outside the Settlement in the Hong Kew district as before theincident of January 28th, 1932;
" (7) Declares that it is in accordance with the spirit of the resolutions of March4th and 11th that this withdrawal should take place in the near future;
" (8) Declares that the resolution of March 4th will only have been fully compliedwith when the Japanese forces have been entirely withdrawn;
" (9) Notes that the draft agreement provides for the establishment of a JointCommission, including neutral members, to certify the mutual withdrawal and to collaborate

in arranging for the transfer from the evacuating Japanese forces to the incoming Chinesepolice, who will take over as soon as the Japanese forces withdraw;
" (10) Notes with satisfaction that the said Commission will, in accordance withits decisions, watch, in such manner as it deems best, the carrying out of Articles I, IIand III, of which the last-named provides for the complete withdrawal of the Japanese

forces as before the incident of January 28th;
"(11) Is of opinion that the powers, as defined in Annex 3 to the draft agreement,

of the Commission which is to watch the carrying out of Articles I, II and III of thatagreement, include authority to call attention, in accordance with its decisions takenin such manner as is provided in the said annex, to any neglect in carrying out any ofthe provisions of the articles mentioned above;
"(12) Earnestly recommends the parties in question to continue the negotiations

with a view to reaching their rapid conclusion, and requests the Governments having
special interests in the Shanghai Settlements to continue to lend their good offices forthis purpose;

" (13) Expressly points out that, unless a conclusion is reached as laid down in
the resolutions of March 4th and 11th, the question will necessarily come up again before
the Assembly;

(14) Requests the Governments of the Powers having special interests in the
Shanghai Settlements to transmit to the League of Nations the information which will
be in the possession of the Mixed Commission in virtue of its functions, and will be furnished
to those Governments by their respective representatives on the Commission."
After the President had read the draft resolution, the Chinese representative reviewedbriefly the history of the negotiations during the past two months, recalling that in everycase it was China that accepted and Japan that rejected the proposed terms of armistice,and that after every impasse the negotiations had been resumed only as a result ofimportant concessions on the part of the Chinese Government. Formula after formula hadbeen presented and the last formula was always more unfavourable to China than the previousone. The present formula furnished some kind of a solution of the problem, but it was not a
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solution which was fair or just to China. Nevertheless, the Chinese Government, eager always
for the restoration of peaceful conditions - an eagerness which was also earnestly shared
by all members of the Committee, especially the interested Powers - had decided to accept
it as a practical solution. That was not to say that the Chinese Government receded from
the position which it had hitherto maintained, that the presence of Japanese armed forces
in Chinese territory was a violation of China's territorial integrity and could not in any
circumstances be justified. The Chinese Government reserved, therefore, all rights to which
it was entitled under the Covenant and international law in general. It attached, moreover,
great importance to paragraphs 6, 7, 8, 10 and 13 of the resolution. The Chinese Government
accepted this resolution as a whole and attached equal importance to all the paragraphs
contained therein.

The Japanese delegate declared that his Government had always been most anxious for
the success of the negotiations which had been carried on at Shanghai in pursuance of the
resolution adopted on March 4th by the Assembly. From the outset of these negotiations,
the Japanese Government had always done its utmost towards that end, in strict conformity
with the terms of the resolution. It therefore felt the greatest satisfaction in finding that the
draft resolution submitted to the Assembly noted that the draft agreement prepared at Shanghai
was in conformity with the armistice resolution of March 4th, and further that a hope was
expressed for the prompt conclusion of an agreement. A plenary meeting had been arranged
at Shanghai for May 2nd and Japan was ready to sign the draft agreement that had been
prepared. Needless to say, the Japanese Government would faithfully execute that agreement,
which so happily consummated the resolution adopted on March 4th by the Assembly.

The Japanese delegation could not, however, see its way to vote for the draft resolution
submitted to the Assembly, and it would simply abstain from voting, as the Japanese
Government maintained the attitude of reserve which it had always felt bound to observe
in regard to the application to the Sino-Japanese dispute of Article 15 of the Covenant. The
Japanese delegation was, however, able to assure the Assembly that this attitude would in
no way change their Government's firm resolve to do all in its power to enable the present
negotiations at Shanghai to reach a successful issue in the shortest possible time.

The Assembly then unanimously adopted the draft resolution submitted to it, the Japanese
delegation abstaining.

The President, by way of conclusion to the discussion and to the vote taken by the
Assembly, stated that an Agreement had been reached concerning the draft for the armistice
between the Chinese and Japanese Governments, that it would be loyally carried out, and that
the Agreement would be signed forthwith.

CONCLUSION AND EXECUTION OF THE SINO-JAPANESE AGREEMENT CONCERNING THE CESSATION

OF HOSTILITIES AT SHANGHAI: WITHDRAWAL OF THE JAPANESE LAND FORCES FROM

SHANGHAI.

The Sino-Japanese Military Agreement was officially concluded at Shanghai on May 5th.
In accordance with its Article 5, it came into force the same day.

The withdrawal of the Japanese troops began on May 6th. On the 11th, the Japanese
War Ministry declared that, in view of the conclusion of the Agreement of May 5th and the active
part taken by the representatives of the friendly Powers in restoring normal conditions, all the
Japanese land forces would shortly be withdrawn from Shanghai. A beginning had already been
made with the transfer of the troops of the 14th Division to Manchuria; the other troops would
be brought back to Japan. 2

STEPS TAKEN FOR THE EXAMINATION OF THE DISPUTE.

On March 17th, the Committee of Nineteen decided to invite the Governments of China
and Japan to inform it of the measures which they had taken or expected to take in the
near future in order to carry into effect the resolutions adopted by the Council on September
30th and December 10th, 1931. The Secretary-General communicated this decision to the
Chinese and Japanese representatives in a letter dated March 18th. 3

On April 13th, the Chinese representative forwarded to the Committee the information
requested. 4

The Japanese representative on the Council sent to the Secretary-General on April 8th
a communication based upon the two "'resolutions of the Council and concerning the general
situation ". This communication was circulated to all Members of the League under document
C.357.M.208. 1932.VII.

The Chinese delegation subsequently forwarded two further communications regarding
the situation in Manchuria, one referring to the " Puppet Government" (document A.(Extr.).
105.1932.VII., dated April 21st), and the other to the Japanese occupation (document
A.(Extr.).106.1932.VII., dated April 26th).

The Committee of Nineteen: had also decided on March 17th to instruct the Secretary-General
to inform the President of the Council that, in view of the penultimate paragraph of the

1 The text of the Agreement was communicated by the Japanese delegation on May 31st and distributed in
document C.501.M.242.1932.VII.

2 Document C.461.M.236.1932.VII.
3 Document A.(Extr.).64.1932.VII.
4 Document C.372.M.213.1932.VII.
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resolution adopted by the Assembly on March 11th, the Committee was very anxious to receive,
at the earliest possible date convenient to the Council, any reports which might be sent to
the Council by the Commission of Enquiry presided over by Lord Lytton. The Committee
was in particular anxious to receive as soon as possible information on the situation in Manchuria
and it had expressed the wish that the President of the Council would be good enough to
consider what measures might be taken to this effect.

The Secretary-General, in a letter of March 18th (document A.(Extr.).64.1932.VII.),
forwarded to the President of the Council the decision of the Special Committee. The
President of the Council replied that he would communicate the Secretary-General's letter
immediately to o the members of the Council and to the Commission of Enquiry.

WORK OF THE COMMISSION OF ENQUIRY SET UP IN VIRTUE OF THE COUNCIL RESOLUTION OF
DECEMBER IOTH, 1931.

The Commission presided over by Lord Lytton, after visiting successively Tokio, Osaka,
Shanghai, Nanking, Hangkow, Tientsin and Peiping, studied on the spot the situation in
Manchuria. At the request of the Commission, the members of the Council who had
representatives on the spot agreed that such representatives should furnish information.
The Government of the United States of America also stated that its representatives would
give all suitable assistance.

A preliminary report on the position in Manchuria was forwarded by the Commission
on April 30th, and was distributed under document C.407.M.225.1932.VII.

A memorandum from the Chinese delegation relating to this report ws distributed under
document C.427.M.231.1932.VII.

At the Council meeting on May 10th, the President in office, after pointing out that the
preliminary report by the Commission of Enquiry consisted of a statement of facts without
comments and that the Commission proposed to submit comments in a later report, expressed
the opinion that, considering the nature of that report, the Council would probably not wish to
discuss it, but that, in accordance with the desire expressed by the Assembly resolution of March
11th, it would wish to communicate it to the Assembly for information without appending any
observations.

The Japanese representative accepted the President's proposal but stated that his
acceptance did not imply the withdrawal of the reservations previously formulated by Japan.

The preliminary report by the Commission of Enquiry was transmitted -to the Assembly at
the same time as ith the first progress report o thesituation submitted by the Committee of
Nineteen in execution of Part III, sub-paragraph 7, of the Assembly's resolution of March 11th,
(document (Extr.)A.118.1932.VII).

II. MEMEL TERRITORY.

On February 8th, 1932, the German Government drew the Council's attention to the
situation in the Memel Territory. M. Boettcher, President of the Directorate, had been dismissed
by the Lithuanian Governor and replaced provisionally by M. Tolischus, Landesrat. In the
German Government's opinion, these facts, aggravated by M. Boettcher's arrest, constituted a
violation of the Memel Statute. Consequently, the German Government, relying on Article 17,
paragraph 1, of the Memel Convention of May 8th, 1924, asked that the question should be
placed urgently on the Council's agenda.

On February 9th, the Lithuanian Government, which had been notified of the German
Government's communication, replied that the steps it had been obliged to take in the Memel
Territory were not, in its opinion, contrary either to the Convention or to the Statute. The
Governor possessed the right to dismiss M. Boettcher who had engaged in negotiations with the
German Government without the knowledge of the responsible central authorities. M. Boettcher
had been provisionally interned in a barracks in order to obviate disturbances. Moreover, the
Governor had already got into touch with the President of the Diet for the purpose of constituting
a new Directorate.

After hearing the statements of M. von Billow, the German representative, and M. Zaunius,
the Lithuanian representative, the Council, at its meeting on February 13th, requested
the representative of Norway to prepare a report, with the assistance of jurists, and to
submit the report to it.

On February 20th, the Council considered M. Colban's report. After noting the Lithuanian
Government's assurance that it intended to respect the international obligations incumbent
upon it under the texts applicable to Memel, and would endeavour to establish a Directorate
under the conditions laid down in the Statute, the Rapporteur observed that it was important
to deal with the abnormal situation in the territory. This situation called for " urgent steps to
prevent its aggravation ". With regard to the dismissal of M. Boettcher, the Council was
unable to take a decision until the question of the Governor's right to dismiss the Directorate
had been settled. Even if it were admitted that the Governor possessed a right of dismissal,
it would be necessary to consider what exactly had been the circumstances, and whether they
were such as to warrant the Governor exercising his power. The parties signatory to the
Memel Convention were entitled to negotiate between themselves regarding these questions of
law on the basis of Article 17, paragraph 2, of the Memel Convention.

After hearing further statements by M. Zaunius and M. von Builow, the Council adopted
the Rapporteur's conclusions. The reservations which the Lithuanian representative felt bound
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to make with regard to the points in the report concerning the abnormal situation in the Memel
Territory and the necessity of putting its Statute into operation again, were duly noted in the
Minutes.

The representatives of France, the United Kingdom, Italy and Japan said that tht ey would
transmit to their Governments for examination, M. von Billow's request that the matter should
be laid before the Permanent Court of International Justice with a view to obtaining a decision
both as regards points of law and questions of fact. 1

III. CLAIM MADE BY THE FINNISH GOVERNMENT AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT
OF THE UNITED KINGDOM WITH REGARD TO FINNISH SHIPS USED
DURING THE WAR BY THE GOVERNMENT OF THE-UNITED KINGDOM.

In a letter dated July 30th, 1931, the Permanent Finnish Delegate accredited to the League
of Nations requested that the dispute between the Finnish Government and the Government
of the United Kingdom in regard to the use of certain Finnish merchant vessels during the
war by the latter Government should, in virtue of the Covenant, be submitted to the
Council for examination.

The dispute relates to thirteen ships registered at Finnish ports and belonging to Finnish
nationals, which were used by His Britannic Majesty's Government in the years 1916 and
1917. In a note dated October 5th, 1920, the Finnish Government, on behalf of its nationals,
requested the Government of the United Kingdom for a settlement of this question. Since
that date the Finnish Government has asked that, should the Government of the United
Kingdom not admit its liability, the question under dispute should be submitted to an
international tribunal for arbitration.

The Government of the United Kingdom having refused to agree to arbitration, the Finnish
Government availed itself of its friendly right as a Member of the League of Nations and referred
the matter to the League Council.2

According to this memorandum from the Finnish Government, the Government of the
United Kingdom took possession of the said ships and used them.

The Russian Government was not empowered by Russian or Finnish law to requisition the
vessels which are the subject of the Finnish claim. Nor was this within the powers of the Russian
Government Committee which sat in London during the war.

With the exception of a certain sum, the Government of the United Kingdom had made
no payments in respect of chartering or compensation for warships.

In August 1924, the owners of the ships in question submitted claims to the special British
tribunal known as the " Admiralty Transport Arbitration Board ", which dismissed the
application.

The Government of the United Kingdom communicated its observations in a letter dated
August 28th, 1931.3 It does not deny having used the ships in question, but states that it did
so solely by reason of the requirements of -the Russian Government, which had sub-chartered
the ships to the British Government. The British Government pointed out that no distinction
was made in the matter of foreign relations between Finland and the rest of the Russian Empire.
There was no separate mercantile flag for Finnish vessels. Moreover, according to a communi-
cation sent by the Director of Naval Sea Transport to the agent of the Finnish shipowners in
1918, the question of hire for the vessels before the Finnish independence was a matter which
did not concern the Government of the United Kingdom.

The accounts drawn up by common agreement between the British and Russian Govern-
ments with regard to mutual liabilities during the period in question showed a large balance
owing from the Russian Government to the United Kingdom.

According to documents submitted by the British Government, the shipowners recognised
that the ships had been requisitioned by the Russian Government and had first applied to it
for payment.

The shipowners having submitted their claim to the Admiralty Transport Arbitration
Board, a judgment was pronounced to the effect that there was nothing due to the owners from
His Majesty's Government. In the latter Government's opinion there was a right of appeal
from this decision to the Court of Appeal and ultimately to the House of Lords. The Finnish
owners did not avail themselves of this right, and the British Government was unable to
appreciate any ground upon which a diplomatic claim by the Finnish Government could be
justified. In its view, the local remedies had not been exhausted, and it could not therefore
admit that there ould be any claim as of right tht that the matter should be referred to arbitration.

The Government of the United Kingdom further pointed out that the Finnish Government
had not indicated on what article of the Covenant it based its request.

In reply to the British Government's arguments, the Finnish representative, at the Council
meeting on September 14th, 1931, said that the dispute was plainly of an international character;
the settlement of the claim came within the categories enumerated in Article 13 of the Covenant
and Article 36, paragraph 2, of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice.

1 On April 11th, 1932, the Registrar of the Permanent Court of International Justice informed the Secretariat
that on that date, France, the United Kingdom, Italy, and Japan, had filed an application introducing a plea against
Lithuania with regard to certain disputes concerning the interpretation of the Memel Statute. In conformity with
Article 40, paragraph 3, of the Statute of the Court, the Secretary-General notified the Members of the League of
Nations of this application (see document C.3841.M.217.1932.V, dated, April 22nd, 1932).

2 See document C.470.M.200.1931.VII, dated August 8th, 1931.
3 See document C.519.M.218.1931.VII, dated September 1st, 1931.
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The Finnish nationals had in reality exhausted all the municipal remedies open to them under
British law; the provisions of Articles 12 to 15 of the Covenant did not preclude the question
from being examined by the Council.

The representative of the United Kingdom objected that a Government could not be
forced to submit a question to arbitration against its will, in view of the conditions to which
its accession to Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice had
been subordinated. Nor was Article 15 applicable. It was doubtful whether it was desirable
for the Council to deal with questions such as that submitted to it by the Finnish Government.
It was really a private question between foreign nationals and the Government of the United
Kingdom.

At the same session (the sixty-fifth) the Council, on September 19th, 1931, appointed three
of its members : the Spanish representative - Rapporteur on this question - assisted by the
representatives of Italy and Norway, to elucidate the following point : Was it desirable that
the Council should deal with questions such as that submitted to it by the Finnish Government,
this preliminary question having been raised by one of the parties concerned during the debate ?

Various memoranda were meanwhile submitted by the parties - in particular, that
dated September 17th, 1931 (document C.573.M.231.1931.VII), in which the Government of
the United Kingdom replied to the observations submitted by the Finnish representative at
the Council's meeting of September 14th; another dated December 30th, 1931 (document
C.1008.M.560.1931.VII), in which the Finnish Government replied to the last-mentioned
memorandum, and a fresh memorandum dated January 5th, 1932 (document C.108.M.37.1932.
VII), in which the Government of the United Kingdom replied to the last Finnish memorandum
- not to mention other documents of the same kind addressed by the parties direct to the

Committee appointed by the Council.
This Committee held several meetings under the chairmanship of the Spanish representative

in September and Oc ober 1931, and in January 1932. After hearing the parties, who were
asked to give certain explanations regarding the facts and arguments invoked by them, it drew
up a report on the preliminary question submitted to it, which was presented to the Council
at its meeting on January 30th, 1932 (sixty-sixth session). The Committee came to the conclu-
sion that it was not necessary when appealing to the Council to rely on any specific article of
the Covenant. It examined the articles which might be invoked in this particular case, andconsidered that the Council was competent to deal with the question under Article 11,
paragraph 2, of the Covenant. In view of the British Government's contention with regard to
the exhaustion of municipal remedies, it considered that it would be expedient to examine
first these two questions:

(a) Have the Finnish shipowners or have they not exhausted the means of recourse
placed at their disposal by British law ?

(b) Would the fact that those shipowners had not exhausted the means of recourse
in question constitute an obstacle such as to prevent the Finnish Government from claiming
compensation from the Government of the United Kingdom ? It was understood that
the Council could under any circumstances subsequently make whatever proposal or
suggestion it might think fit.
The Committee suggested in its report that the Council might ask for an advisory opinion

from the Permanent Court of International Justice if any point relating to these two questions
still remained unsettled.

A discussion ensued at the same session of the Council with regard to the application of
Article 11 of the Covenant to the case in question, and with regard to other matters raised in
the report. The Members of the Committee, other Members of the Council and the representa-
tives of the parties to the dispute took part in the debate. The representative of the United
Kingdom promised to communicate the report to his Government for consideration should
the Council decide to postpone the study of this question to a later session.

The Council eventually pronounced in favour of such postponement.
Before the opening of the Council's sixty-seventh session (May 1932), the representatives

of the two Governments concerned informed the Rapporteur of the direct negotiations which
had been undertaken between them with regard to the conclusions reached by the Committee in
its report.

By means of an exchange of notes, which have been communicated to the Council, the two
parties agreed on the method by which the first two questions arising out of the Finnish claim
should be settled.

At its meeting of May 18th, the Council took cognisance of the situation as described to
it by its Rapporteur. It joined the latter in congratulating the two parties on the agreement
reached.

On their side the, two parties promised to keep the Council informed of any subsequent
developments.

IV. SEVENTH REPORT OF THE STRAITS COMMISSION ADDRESSED TO THE
LEAGUE OF NATIONS IN CONFORMITY WITH ARTICLE 15 OF THE STRAITS
CONVENTION SIGNED ON JULY 24TH, 1923.

On March 26th, 1932, the President of the Straits Commission sent to the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations a note, accompanied by the report on the Commission's work for
1931. This report consists of three parts: the first deals with the Commission's work in 1931,
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the second contains information regarding the present conditions for the passage of vessels
and aircraft through the Straits and the third consists of documentary annexes.

The first part of the report contains information regarding the general working of the Commis-
sion and its budget. The report also gives the composition of the strongest fleet in the Black
Sea - namely, that of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics - and information concerning
the passage of warships in 1931. It then deals with the health regulations in the Straits and
mentions the changes made in the rules of Istambul port regarding submarine cables,
lighthouses, etc.

The second part of the report sets out the rules regarding the passage through the Straits
of warships and merchant vessels and military and commercial aircraft. The third part contains
practical information in connection with the existing regulations.

At the end of the report, there is a table showing the maritime and commercial traffic in
the Straits during 1931. The table shows that such traffic was greater than in previous years.

In conformity with the Council resolution of June 5th, 1928, the Secretary-General has
communicated the report of the Straits Commission to the States Members of the League of
Nations, to the Powers signatories of the Straits Convention and to the Technical Organisations
of the League - i.e., the Health Committee of the League of Nations, the Permanent
Committee of the Office international d'Hygiene publique, the Permanent Advisory Commission
for Military, Naval and Air Questions, and the Advisory and Technical Committee for
Communications and Transit.

7.

ADMINISTRATIVE QUESTIONS.

I. SAAR TERRITORY.

The Council, during its sessions held in September 1931 and January 1932, dealt with
two questions relative to the territory of the Saar - namely, the proposed loan to be issued
by the Governing Commission and the appointment of the Chairman and members of the
Governing Commission of the Saar Territory.

The Council and Members of the League have been kept informed of the various questions
relating to the Saar by the periodical reports of the Governing Commission (published in the
Official Journal of the League).

PROPOSED LOAN.

By a letter dated August 22nd, 1931, the Governing Commission submitted to the Council
the question of a long-term loan of a nominal amount of 150 million French francs, with the
object of enabling the districts and communes to consolidate their short-term debts.

The Financial Committee, requested by the Council to examine this question in conjunction
with the Governing Commission, expressed the opinion that the financial situation of the Saar
Territory was sound and that the service of a long-term loan of 150 million French francs should
place no undue strain upon the finances of the Governing Commission. In view, however, of the
uncertainty of the position after 1935, the Financial Committee suggested that, in order to
assist the Governing Commission in its negotiations, the Council should make the following
declaration:

"The Council undertakes to include in the decisions which will have to be taken in
conformity with paragraph 39 of the Annex 'Saar' to the Treaty of Versailles, the
necessary measures to protect the interests of the lenders."

At its meeting on the same day, the Council adopted a resolution endorsing the conclusions
of the Financial Committee's report.

APPOINTMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE GOVERNING COMMISSION.

On January 30th, 1932, the Council appointed the five members and the Chairman of the
Governing Commission for a period of one year as from April 1st, 1932.

At present the Commission is composed of the following members:

M. D'EHRNROOTH (Finnish);
M. KOSSMANN (Saar);
Mr. KNOX (British), Chairman;
M. MORIZE (French) ;
M. ZORICIC (Yugoslav).



-31 -

By the same resolution, the Council reduced by ten per cent, for the financial year 1932-33,
the salaries of the members of the Commission and the Chairman's entertainment allowance
as fixed by a resolution of the Council dated December 13 th, 1928.

CHANGES IN THE POSITION OF DOCUMENTS PRESERVED WITH A VIEW TO THE PLEBISCITE OF 1935.

In accordance with the recommendations made by the Provisional Records Commissioner
for the Saar Plebiscite in his report of October 31st, 1923, the seven Landrate of the territory
and the Biirgermeister of the town of Saarbruck have sent quarterly reports for the period
April lst, 1931, to March 31st, 1932, while the Governing Commission has sent the two half-
yearly reports for the year 1931. The local authorities continue to send a special notification
of any change in the position of documents as laid down in the provisional Commissioner's
reconmmendations.

PETITION FROM PERSONS LIVING IN THE SAAR TERRITORY.

In accordance with the Council resolution of May 17th, 1920, the Governing Commission
forwarded to the Council, for information, a petition from the Association of Pensioners and
Annuitants of Dillingen.

GENERAL QUESTIONS.

In accordance with the arrangement approved by the Council on May 17th, 1920, the
Governing Commission sent to the League of Nations its forty-seventh, .forty-eighth and forty-
ninth periodical reports covering the third and fourth quarters of 1931 and the first quarter
of 1932.

Certain questions dealt with in these reports are indicated below:

Economic and Social Situation. - The Governing Commission forwards statistics on
production, the cost of living and unemployment. Its chief concern has been the unemployment
question. The number of unemployed increased from 16,078 on July 1st, 1931, to 20,420
and 28,659 on September 1st and November 1st respectively, and rose in February to 42,394.
Over the period July 1930 to March 1931, the number of unemployed increased from 6,335
to 20,435. The Commission at first considered the possibility of undertaking public works
to provide work for the unemployed, but the works which it might have been possible to carry
out would have requred only a very small numbe of unemployed and that for a very limited
time.

The Commission instructed a special committee to consider whether any changes should
be made in the present legislation on unemployment.

Political Situation. - The Advisory Council and Technical Committee held various
meetings during which they expressed views on draft decrees concerning, in particular, social,
financial, legal and police matters.

Police. - Decrees regarding open-air meetings and the carrying of arms were issued
during the course of the year.

Finance. - The Governing Commission has had under consideration the issue of the
loan of 150 million French francs to which reference has already been made. It has made
every effort to achieve a satisfactory result. In continuation of its efforts to cut down expenditure
it reduced all salaries and emoluments by five per cent.

Economic Questions. - To counter the effects in the Saar of the economic measures
taken in Germany in mid-July 1931, the Governing Commission established an exchange
office to make advances of French francs on the security of Reichsmarks. At the same time,
it approached the German Government with a view to the provision of a sufficiency of the legal
currency at the Reichsbank branch in Saarbruck. Following the issue by the German
Government of the decree on foreign exchange transactions, the Governing Commission
obtained from the German authorities the appointment to Saarbruck of an official from the
Landesfinanzamt at Cologne with powers to issue permits to the Saar exporters for transmission
by the latter to the German importers. Since then no difficulty appears to have arisen in
connection with payments for Saar sales to Germany.

Railways. - To meet the situation created by the crisis, which has resulted in a substantial
fall in railway receipts, the Commission adopted certain measures with a view to increasing
passenger and goods traffic and to bringing about a reduction of export charges.

The periodical reports also include information on the following questions: mines
administration, air traffic, public works, justice, public relief, education, agriculture, labour
and social insurance.
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II. FREE CITY OF DANZIG.

During its sessions in September 1931, January 1932, and May 1932, the Council examined
the following questions concerning the Free City of Danzig: amendment to the Constitution;
general situation at Danzig; access to and anchorage in the port of Danzig for Polish war
vessels; use of the port of Danzig by Poland ; treatment of Polish nationals and other persons
of Polish origin or speech at Danzig; railway questions; questions of tg direct action " in
Customs matters.

AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION.

Under Article 49 of the Constitution of the Free City of Danzig, amendments to the
Constitution can only come into force after they have been communicated to the League of
Nations, and after the League has stated that it has no objections to these amendments.

On September 5th, 1931, the High Commissioner of the League of Nations at Danzig
transmitted to the Council, with reference to the aforesaid Article of the Constitution,
the text of a Bill amending the constitution of the Free City of Danzig. This draft
law provided for the reduction of the salaries and pensions of officials and employees on the
active list and retired officials and their surviving dependants. At that time, the Bill had only
passed the first reading, as the necessary interval between the first and second readings
had not yet elapsed; but the Senate was able to assure the Council that the Bill would pass
its second reading with the majority required by the Constitution. As the restoration of the
Free City's financial situation brooked no delay, the Council, at its meeting on September 19th,
1931, authorised its President - in the event of the law's passing its second reading without
amendment - to inform the Senate of the Free City, through the High Commissioner, that
the Council had no objection to the said amendment to the Constitution.

The Bill passed its second reading on October 2nd, 1931.

SPECIAL REPORT BY THE HIGH COMMISSIONER OF AUGUST 15TH, 1931. -
SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT OF AUGUST 20TH, 1931.

At its meeting on May 22nd, 1931, the Council, after examining the situation of Danzig-
Polish relations, requested the High Commissioner to submit a further report for its session
in September. In compliance with this request, the High Commissioner forwarded to the
Council on August 15th, 1931, a special report on the situation, followed by a supplementary
report dated August 20th.

In his special report, the High Commissioner stated that, under a law conferring upon
it the necessary powers, the Senate had promulgated a certain number of decrees designed
to ensure the maintenance of public order in the Free City, which was still disturbed by party
strife. The new measures adopted by the Senate imposed considerable restrictions on citizens
wearing uniform, as compared with the rights enjoyed by other citizens. These measures had
in the event proved effective in maintaining an adequate degree of safety and public order
in the territory of the Free City.

The High Commissioner also called the attention of the Council to a dispute which had
arisen between Poland and Danzig with regard to the despatch to Danzig territory of
detachments of Polish sailors belonging to the crews of Polish warships, and to certain
demonstrations organised in the territory of the Free City by parties of both German and
Danzig nationals, during which nationalist aspirations for the return of Danzig to the Reich
had been expressed more or less forcibly. The High Commissioner further called the attention
of the Council to the economic and financial situation of the Free City and to the problem of
unemployment and of Polish labour at Danzig.

In his supplementary report, the High Commissioner drew the Council's attention to the
unfortunate consequences which might arise out of the fact that the negotiations in progress
between Danzig and Poland concerning the matter of the port d'attache had not led to an
agreement within the prescribed time-limit, after the provisional Agreement of October 8th,
1921, which terminated on July 1st, 1931, had been denounced by the Free City.

In a note dated August 14th, 1931, however, the Senate of the Free City had proposed
to Poland to extend the time-limit laid down for the negotiations by one month - i.e., up to
September 15th, 1931. It added, however, in the same note, that if the negotiations did not
reach any result within that period it would consider any use of the Port of Danzig by Polish
warships which was not in strict conformity with the international regulations in force as
" direct action " within the meaning of the Council's resolution of March 13th, 1925. The
High Commissioner consequently felt that he must request the Council to signify, in the very
likely case of the Danzig-Polish negotiations breaking down and of the Senate of the Free
City requesting him to declare that " direct action" had been taken, whether the Council
considered that such " direct action " had been taken or not.

The Council examined these two reports at its meeting on September 19th, 1931. It
adopted the conclusions of the report submitted by the representative of the United Kingdom
concerning demonstrations in the territory of the Free City and the question of labour of
non-Danzig origin. It decided to ask the Permanent Court of International Justice for an
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advisory opinion on the question of access to, and anchorage in, the port of Danzig for Polish
war vessels and requested the High Commissioner, pending the Council's final decision on the
matter, to draw up provisional regulations, which, however, should in no wise prejudge the
final settlement of the question.

The High Commissioner drew up these provisional regulations on September 19th, 1931.
In an opinion pronounced on December 11th, 1931, the Court replied in the negative

to the question asked by the Council viz., do the Treaty of Peace of Versailles, the Danzig-
Polish Treaty of November 9th, 1920, and the relevant decisions of the Council of the League
of Nations and of the High Commissioner confer upon Poland rights or attributions as regards
the access to, or anchorage in, the port and waterways of Danzig of Polish war vessels ?

In a letter to the Council, dated January 25th, 1932, the Polish Minister for Foreign
Affairs requested the Council to be good enough to examine - with a view to a final settle-
ment - the questions raised by the preamble to the advisory opinion given by the Court, in
order that Polish war vessels and other Polish vessels, other than merchantmen, might
be accorded harbour facilities and that their nautical requirements might be ensured. In a
letter to the Council dated January 28th, 1932, the President of the Danzig Senate observed
that the opinion of the Court had finally cleared up the legal position and declared that, in
order to give further evidence of its goodwill, the Danzig Government was willing to prolong
until April 1st, 1932, the validity of the provisional regulations issued by the High Commissioner
on September 19th, 1931. This would enable the Polish Government to state, before March 1st,
its wishes regarding the special facilities appropriate to local circumstances, which the Danzig
Government had repeatedly expressed its willingness to grant to Polish warships.

On January 29th, 1932, the Council adopted the Advisory Opinion given by the Permanent
Court of International Justice and requested the Secretary-General to communicate the text
of that opinion to the High Commissioner, in reply to the question raised in his supplementary
report of August 20th, 1931. The Council further considered that, in view of the fact that the
legal points had been cleared up by the opinion of the Court, the practical questions raised
in the Polish Government's note of January 25th, 1932, should be settled directly between
the parties; it noted with satisfaction the statements made on that matter by the parties and
declared that the question would thus be finally settled.

USE OF THE PORT OF DANZIG BY POLAND.

On the basis of the legal opinion given on April 16th, 1931, by the Committee of Jurists
appointed ad hoc, the High Commissioner, on October 26th, 1931, gave his decision on the
question of the use of the port of Danzig by Poland, a question which had been submitted to
him by a request from the Danzig Senate of May 9th, 1930. This request was based on point 7
of General Haking's decision of August 15th, 1921.

As the Government of the Free City and the Polish Government had lodged appeals from
that decision, the Council examined the matter at its meeting on January 29th, 1932.

The Council decided to request the above-mentioned Committee of Jurists to be good enough
to examine the fresh legal questions raised in the appeals from the High Commissioner's decision,
leaving the Committee fully at liberty to reconsider, in the light of the High Commissioner's
decision and of the arguments submitted by the parties in their appeals, the conclusions of
the opinion submitted to the High Commissioner on April 16th, 1931.

The Committee had consisted, in 1931, of the following members: M. Hostie (Belgian),
M. Raestad (Norwegian) and Sir John Fischer Williams (British). As the latter did not see
his way to accept the invitation to sit on the Comnmittee, the Rapporteur appointed Professor
J. L. Brierly (British) in his place. The Committee met at Geneva from April 1st to 8th, 1932,
under the chairmanship of M. Raestad. It proceeded to a further hearing of the parties
and, after examining afresh the substance of the question, it gave its decision on April 8th.

At its meeting of May 10th, 1932, the Council, on the basis of this opinion, changed several
points of the High Commissioner's decision in conformity with the conclusions formulated by the
jurists. It decided to suspend judgment on one point and to refer it back to the High
Commissioner, asking him to request the parties to supplement their statements, where
necessary, and to formulate detailed conclusions with a view to a decision being taken on the
question whether the Polish Government is, in fact, making full use of the port of Danzig, in
conformity with Point VII of the Decision of August 15th, 1921, and, if not, how and to what
extent.

TREATMENT OF POLISH NATIONALS AND OTHER PERSONS OF POLISH ORIGIN

OR SPEECH AT DANZIG.

On February 4th, 1932, the Permanent Court of International Justice, by nine votes to
four, gave the opinion on this question which the Council, by its resolution of May 22nd, 1931,
had solicited for the use of the High Commissioner of the League of Nations at Danzig. The
Council took note of the text of the opinion at its meeting on February 6th, 1932, and instructed
the Secretary-General to communicate it to the High Commissioner.

RAILWAY QUESTIONS.

On the basis of an opinion given by the Permanent Legal Committee of the Advisory
Committee for Communications and Transit, the High Commissioner on January 12th, 14th

3 A
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and 15th, 1932, gave his decisions on the three railway questions submitted to him by a
request from the Senate of the Free City. These three decisions relate to the question of the
Polish Railway Direction at Danzig; the question of the status of the personnel of Danzig
nationality in the service of the Polish Railway Administration and the competence of the
Danzig delegate to that Administration; and, finally, the question as to what must be understood
by the " supervising authority " (Aufsichtsbeh6rde) within the meaning of the Danzig Railway
Transport Laws.

The Polish Government lodged an appeal from the decision on the status of the Danzig
personnel in the service of the Polish Railway Administration. The Danzig Senate lodged
an appeal from the decisions concerning the question of the supervising authority and the
Polish Railway Direction.

The Council examined these questions, submitted to it by way of appeal, at its meeting
on May 10th, 1932. It confirmed the High Commissioner's decisions.

QUESTIONS OF "DIRECT ACTION" IN CUSTOMS MATTERS.

On March 29th, 1932, the High Commissioner gave a provisional decision as to whether
there had been " direct action " within the meaning of the report approved by the Council on
March 13th, 1925. On April 13th, he addressed to the Council a special report containing a
detailed statement of the circumstances which had led him to give that decision.

Occasion for that decision arose during the proceedings regarding a request for a decision
submitted by the Polish Government on September 15th, 1931. In that request Poland had
asked, among other things, that it should be found that " l'octroi arbitraire de permis touchant
letrafic passif pour des buts de finissage " on the. part of the Danzig Customs authorities
constituted a breach of treaty provisions.

The Polish Ministry of Finance, however, without awaiting the High Commissioner's
decision, by a letter dated October 30th, 1931, instructed the Danzig Customs administration
to put a stop within a specified time-limit to the " passive " finishing trade, which was not
approved of by the Ministry.

As the Customs administration did not comply with that instruction, the Polish Ministry
of Finance then published in the Monitor Polski a decree by which the consignees in Poland
of goods coming under any one of the fifteen classes of goods enumerated therein would be
required to submit proof of the regular Customs clearance of each consignment; the object
was to prevent goods coming from the finishing trade at Danzig, and regarded by the
Finance Ministry, as illicit, from entering Poland.

On January 29th, the Government of the Free City requested the High Commissioner
to pronounce this decree as constituting " direct action " on the part of Poland as against
Danzig and to decide that the Polish Government must withdraw it.

On the basis of an opinion given by a neutral expert, who had been appointed by him
with a view to studying, with the help of the parties' experts, the request of September 15th,
the High Commissioner took a provisional decision to the effect that the Finance Ministry's
decree constituted " direct action ".

On April 24th, the Senate of the Free City submitted to the High Commissioner a further
request for a finding that Poland had, in two ways, taken " direct action " : by failing to
comply with the High Commissioner's decision of March 29th, 1932 (the Senate being of opinion
that the communique which had appeared in the Monitor Polski of April 12th did not constitute
a measure in execution of the High Commissioner's decision), and by the promulgation on
April 21st, 1932, of the Fiscal Penalties Law, dated March 18th, 1932.

Since, under the terms of the report of March 13th, 1925, the Council had decided, in
principle, that it alone was competent to pronounce on "direct action" and that such
competence is only provisionally and in urgent cases vested in the High Commissioner, the
latter, in view of the proximity of the Council session, communicated that request to the
Council in a letter dated May 1st, 1932. On May 8th, 1932, the Polish Government lodged
an appeal against the High Commissioner's provisional decision, and, by a letter dated May 9th,
presented its observations on the Danzig request of April 24th.

The Council examined the question at a meeting on May 10th and empowered its
Rapporteur to consult jurists in order that he might form or strengthen his own opinion
on the basis of their finding.

At a meeting of May 19th, the Council again examined the question. After hearing a
statement by the Rapporteur, it affirmed, in conformity with its decision of March 13th, 1925,
that a provisional decision of the High Commissioner as regards " direct action " became
immediately executory in letter and in spirit. The Council noted that, in the general interest,
it was highly important that a settlement should be reached as soon as possible of the concrete
questions in connection with which the question of " direct action ", forming the subject of
the High Commissioner's decision of March 29th, 1932, and of the request of the Free City
dated April 24th, 1932, have arisen. It further requested the High Commissioner to give as
soon as possible, with the help of experts, his decisions on the requests submitted by the
parties.

Poland declared that it withdrew the appeal it had lodged on May 8th against the High
Commissioner's decision of March 29th, 1932, and it was agreed, pending the final settlement
of the questions submitted to the High Commissioner in the request of September 15th, 1931,
that the provisions of Article 133, paragraph 2, of the Polish Fiscal Penalties of March 18th,
1932, would not be applied in such a way as to prejudice the solution of questions concerning
the passive finishing trade and the warehousing traffic which formed the object of the above-
mentioned request of September 15th, 1931.
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PARTICIPATION OF DANZIG IN INTERNATIONAL TREATIES AND AGREEMENTS.

In accordance with the procedure adopted by the Council on September 6th, 1929, in
regard to the High Commissioner's right of veto oner treaties applying to Danzig, the Council
was informed by the High Commissiner of the accession of the Free City to the following
Conventions:

Declaration of Recognition of the Right to a Flag of States having no Sea Coast, of
April 20th, 1921;

Arrangement concerning the Reciprocal Recognition of the Tonnage Measurement of
Ships, signed at Lisbon on August 27th, 1930;

Agreement concerning Maritime Signals and Agreement concerning Manned Lightships
not on their Stations, signed at Lisbon on October 23rd, 1930;

International Load-Line Convention, signed at London on July 5th, 1930;
International Convention for the Unification of Certain Rules concerning Immunities

of Government Vessels, signed at Brussels on April 10th, 1926.

The High Commissioner stated that, in his opinion, there was no occasion, in the above-
mentioned cases, to exercise the right of veto provided for by Article 6 of the Danzig-Polish
Convention of November 9th, 1920. Moreover, no member of the Council had asked, within
the time-limit required by the procedure, for the inclusion of these questions on the Council's
agenda.

III. GRECO-BULGARIAN INTER-MIGRATION COMMISSION.

MOLLOFF-CAPHANDARIS AGREEMENT.

At its meeting on September 7th, 1931, the Council considered the question submitted by
the Bulgarian Government as to whether Greece's obligations under the Molloff-Caphandaris
Agreement were inter-governmental debts which should, as such, be suspended under President
Hoover's proposal, as Greece maintained, or whether the Greek debt under the said Agreement
was a debt due to private persons and could therefore be set off against Bulgarian reparations.

At its meeting on September 19th, the Council decided to request the Permanent Court
of International Justice to consider, from the legal point of view, whether there was, in fact, a
dispute between Greece and Bulgaria under Article 8 of the Molloff-Caphandaris Agreement
and, if so, to give an advisory opinion on the nature of the pecuniary obligations arising out
of the said Agreement.

The Council invited the two Governments to confer with a view to reaching an agreement
on a practical basis for the current year, all questions of law being reserved. Further, it noted
the declarations of the two Governments with regard to their mutual desire to effect a general
settlement of the other difficulties subsisting between them.

In their letters of November 14th and November 23rd, 1931, respectively, the Greek and
Bulgarian Governments informed the League of Nations of the Arrangement concluded between
them at Athens on November 11th, 1931, concerning the application of the Hoover proposal
to Bulgarian reparations and the execution of the Molloff-Caphandaris Agreement during the
year July 1st, 1931, to June 30th, 1932.

On March 8th, 1932, the Permanent Court of International Justice expressed the opinion
that in the case at issue there was no dispute between Greece and Bulgaria within the meaning
of Article 8 of the Molloff-Caphandaris Agreement of December 9th, 1927. At its meeting
on May 10th, 1932, the Council noted the Court's opinion and expressed the hope that the
negotiations undertaken with a view to a general settlement of the difficulties subsisting between
the two Governments might before long reach a satisfactory conclusion.

TRANSFER OF THE FUNCTIONS OF THE MIXED COMMISSION.

In their letter of July 7th, 1931, the neutral members of the Greco-Bulgarian Mixed
Commission requested the Secretary-General to submit to the Council, in application of
Article 7 of the Molloff-Caphandaris Agreement of December 9th, 1927, a proposal that the
functions conferred upon the Mixed Commission under this Agreement should be transferred
to such other person or body as might be selected for the purpose by the Council of the League.

In accordance with an opinion expressed, at its request, by the Financial Committee,
the Council decided at its meeting on September 19th, 1931, to transfer to the Financial Committee
the functions until then devolving upon the Mixed Commission under the Agreement of December
9th, 1927, on the understanding that the Financial Committee might appoint certain of its
members to act in its name during the intervals between its sessions.

TERMINATION OF THE WORK OF THE MIXED COMMISSION.

In a letter dated December 23rd, 1931, the President of the Mixed Commission informed
the Council that the Commission would definitely terminate its work on January 31st, 1932.
The report on the Commission's work, submitted by the neutral members to the two Governments,
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has also been communicated to the Council and to the Members of the League of Nations.
It appears from the report that about 100,000 Bulgarians from Macedonia and Thrace, on the
one hand, and about 50,000 Greeks from Bulgaria, on the other, have benefited under the
Convention.

At its meeting on January 28th, 1932, the Council congratulated the Bulgarian and Greek
Governments and also the Mixed Commission and, in particular, the neutral members nominated
by the Council on the successful completion of the work with which the Mixed Commission
was entrusted under the Emigration Convention of November 27th, 1919.

IV. MIXED COMMISSION FOR THE EXCHANGE OF GREEK AND TURKISH

POPULATIONS.

In a letter dated December 29th, 1931, M. Manuel Rivas Vicuna, a member of the Greco-
Turkish Mixed Commission, informed the Secretary-General that, having been appointed
Chilian Ambassador at Lima, he was obliged to resign his office on the Mixed Commission
in January 1932.

8.

PROTECTION OF MINORITIES.

I. GENERAL REMARKS.

In a general way, it may be said that, during the period covered by the present report, the
work of the League of Nations in connection with the protection of minorities consisted, as in
the past, in the examination by the Council of the questions appearing on its agenda and also
in the examination by Minorities Committees of various petitions, in conformity with the
usual procedure.

Since the last session of the Assembly, the Council has examined a number of questions
which had previously been submitted to it, and which have already been mentioned in the
report on the work of the League since the eleventh session :l the position of the German
minority in the Voivodies of Silesia, Poznan and Pomorze (Poland) ; the non-admission to the
minority schools of the Voivodie of Silesia (Poland), for the school year 1929-30, of sixty children
formerly examined by the educational expert, M. Maurer; petitions from the Prince of Pless
concerning the situation of his father's property in the Voivodie of Silesia (Poland) ; and, finally,
petitions from the descendants of members of the former Szekler (Hungarian) Frontier Guard
Regiment concerning measures taken by the Roumanian authorities in regard to their property.

The Council has, moreover, been asked to deal with two new questions placed on its agenda
since the last session of the Assembly : one concerning the position of the Ukrainian minority
in Poland, brought to the Council's notice by the representatives of the United Kingdom, Italy
and Norway, members of the Minorities Committee which had examined the question in
accordance with the procedure in force ; the other relating to the application of agrarian reform
in Poland, brought before the Council by the German representative.

The procedure followed in dealing with minorities' petitions, as set forth in the supplementary
report of the Secretary-General to the Assembly in 1925, completed by the supplementary
report to the Assembly in 1929, has been regularly applied during the period covered by the
present report. Minorities Committees met, not only during the ordinary sessions of the Council,
but between sessions, both in Paris in November 1931, during the special session of the Council
dealing with the Sino-Japanese question, and at Geneva at the time of the special Assembly
and during the meetings of the Conference for the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments.
Whenever the examination of a petition was completed without the members of the Committee
concerned asking that it should be included in the agenda of the Council, they have informed
the other members of the Council by letter of the result of the examination. In a number of
cases, the result has been made public in accordance with the resolution of June 13th, 1929,
paragraph 5, with the consent of the Government concerned, by the publication of these letters
in the Official Journal of the League.

In one case, the Committee, with the agreement of the Government concerned, issued to
the Press, in the course of its examination, a communique on its work. That procedure gave
rise to express reservations on the part of certain Governments which have signed minority
undertakings. At the request of those Governments, the Secretary-General circulated to the
Council Members, for information, the correspondence on that subject.

1 See document A.6.1931, pages 75 et seq.
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II. PROTECTION OF MINORITIES IN POLAND.

1. POSITION OF THE GERMAN MINORITY IN THE VOIVODIES OF SILESIA, POZNAN, AND POMORZE.

This question, which had been submitted to the Council by the German Government and
- as regards the situation in the Voivodie of Silesia - by the "Deutscher Volksbund ", was
examined by the Council during its sessions of January and May, 1931.1

At its meeting on September 19th, 1931, the Council adopted the report of the Japanese
representative and declared its examination of this question closed. The Rapporteur stated
that, after carefully studying all the material, he had come to the following conclusion : the
Council's task was to ensure a regime of normal relations in the future between the Polish
authorities and the German minority in the Voivodies of Silesia, Poznan, and Pomorze. He
added that, in the course of conversations with the Polish representative, the latter had assured
him that his Government would make every effort to give the minority the feeling of confidence
without which it would be impossible to establish that co-operation between the minority
and the State which, according to the treaties and the resolutions of the League Assembly
and Council, was a duty equally urgent for both the State and the minority concerned.

This method, the Rapporteur considered, would tend towards the result contemplated by
Mr. Henderson, when, as President of the Council, he appealed, on January 24th, 1931, to the
majority to realise that the suppression of the rights of the minority was not in accordance
with its interests, and to the minority to realise that it was in its true interest to co-operate
loyally with the Government of the country in which it lived.

2. PETITIONS CONCERNING THE POSITION OF THE UKRAINIAN MINORITY IN POLAND.

This question was first brought before the Council in September 1931 by the British, Italian
and Norwegian representatives, members of the Minorities Committee which, in conformity
with the existing procedure, had examined a number of petitions on the subject from the Union
of Democratic Control (London), Ukrainian deputies and senators in Poland, Mme. Rudnicka
and M. Jaworski, the "Ukrainian National Council" of Prague, the Ukrainian colony at
Homecourt, and Dr. Paneyko, Paris.

As it was impossible for him to submit a report on the question to the Council before the
end of the September session, the Rapporteur requested the Council to adjourn the question
until its session of January 1932. At that session, the Japanese representative submitted a
report 2 in which he presented what he considered the essential points, grouped systematically,
which the Council would have to take into consideration if it were to arrive at a solution.

Some of the petitions related chiefly to events which took place in the Voivodies of Lw6w,
Stanislawow and Tarnopol during the summer and autumn of 1930. The Ukrainian population
was alleged to have been treated at that time by the Polish authorities in a manner contrary
to the provisions of the Polish Minorities Treaty concerning the protection of life and liberty,
and equality of treatment in law and in fact between majority and minority. It was stated that
on the pretext of repressing certain disturbances in the Ukrainian villages the Polish Government
had instituted a regime of violence and tyranny in those Voivodies.

Other petitions dealt respectively with the case of the closing of the Ukrainian Gymnasium
at Rohatyn, which was accused of having taken part in acts of terrorism and sabotage, with
the treatment to which former Ukrainian deputies were alleged to have been subjected in
prison, with school questions, with the exercise of electoral rights, and with the distribution
of land. The documentation submitted to the Council also contained the Polish Government's
observations on each petition, together with a memorandum including information regarding
the political, economic and cultural life of the Ukrainian minority, and more particularly
the Ukrainian co-operative movement before and after the war.

On the strength of the documentation which had been submitted to him, the Rapporteur
proposed that the Council should confirm and endorse the Polish Government's contention as
regards the danger of allowing the system for the protection of minorities by the League of
Nations to be utilised for the purpose of malicious propaganda against a State by means of
false and misleading allegations. He stated that not all the documents which he had been
able to consult were above suspicion from this point of view.

At the same time, the detailed particulars communicated by the Polish Government with
regard to the general situation of the Ukrainian minority "seemed to the Rapporteur to dispose
of the idea that the Polish Government had any intention of pursuing a systematic policy of
oppression and violence towards the Ukrainian minority ". This consideration seemed to the
Rapporteur of particular importance, because it made it possible to appreciate the true value
to be attributed to the concrete facts before the Council.

In the Rapporteur's view, an examination of the documents submitted to the Council
showed that a terrorist and revolutionary campaign had been initiated in the territory of Eastern
Galicia, notably during the summer of 1930, by certain Ukrainian nationalist organisations.
The Council would, he thought, no doubt wish to express its explicit and formal condemnation

1 Summarised in the report on the work of the League since the last session of the Assembly, document A.6.1931,
pages 75 and 76.

2 See Official Journal, March 1932 (Part II), page 513 and following.
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of any endeavour, whatever its origin, to ensure respect for the rights of a minority population
by violence and terror. As regards the numerous facts dealt with in the different petitions, it
was impossible not to remark signs of a situation which, although temporary, was certainly
not in keeping with the guarantees which it was desired to set up in favour of minorities by
instituting a system of protection by the League.

The origins of such a situation, the Rapporteur added, could not justify, on the part of the
authorities, conduct such as that revealed in the information before the Council. Realising its
responsibility and anxious to protect effectively its true interests, the Polish Government itself
had duly taken disciplinary action to prevent the renewal of such events.

The Rapporteur, however, regretted that the Polish Government had not felt able to grant
compensation to the innocent elements of the population which had been victims of abuses.
He expressed the hope that the Polish Government would maintain its line of conduct with the
necessary tenacity, and that the policy of conciliation which it proposed would arouse among
the population concerned and its authorised representatives a comprehension inspired by a
sincere spirit of loyalty, that being an essential condition if this policy were to bear the anticipated
fruit.

The presentation of the report was followed by statements by several members of the
Council. The representative of the Irish Free State expressed his gratification at the prospect
of an improvement in the situation. He regretted at the same time that the report had not been
circulated to the members of the Council earlier.

Speaking as Chairman of the Committee which had enquired into the matter, the
representative of the United Kingdom drew the attention of the Council to the interest which
-the question had excited in his own country. Some of the facts mentioned in the report seemed
to him regrettable, and he deplored the fact that the Polish Government had been unable to
grant compensation to the innocent members of the population who had been the victims of
abuses. He was very glad, however, that the Polish Government had taken disciplinary measures
against the guilty persons, and hoped that it would reconsider the question and see whether
something could not be done to help the sufferers. He also hoped that the Polish Government
would energetically proceed with measures of reconciliation and appeasement which would lead
to the disappearance of the difficulties. In conclusion he referred to two petitions mentioned
in the report relating to allegations of ill-treatment in prisons. He expressed his regret that
these matters could not be investigated.

The Norwegian representative realised the complexity of the problem, together with the
difficulties with which the Polish Government was faced. It was essential, he said, that the
majority and the minority should gradually be reconciled, and he believed that, if this were
to be brought about, the Polish Government would have to pursue with energy and perseverance
the policy to which, according to the statements in the report, it proposed to adhere. Finally,
the Norwegian representative shared the regrets of the Rapporteur and the British representative
that it had not been considered possible to compensate the victims.

The German representative drew attention to the interest taken by the public in this
matter; it would no doubt carefully examine the report before the Council. He associated
himself with the expectations concerning the future protection of the minorities to which the
members of the Council had given expression.

The Polish representative accepted the report submitted by the Japanese representative.
Replying to the British representative, he hoped that the latter would not confine himself
to a thorough study of the report, but would look further and give a thought to the general
situation resulting from the irresponsible activities of terrorist sections of the population. As
representative of an Empire whose possessions were scattered all over the globe, the British
representative was better qualified than anybody to appreciate how painful and urgent might
sometimes be the duties of a Government anxious to defend the interests committed to its care.

In regard to the possibility of drafting a new report on certain conditions existing in
Poland, the Rapporteur pointed out that the conclusions of the report before the Council had
been drawn from material supplied by the Polish Government, and he failed to see what purpose
a new report could serve. He thought that the matter should be allowed to rest where it was.

The conclusions of the report were adopted.

3. APPLICATION OF AGRARIAN REFORM IN POLAND.

By a letter of January 19th, 1932, the German Government called the attention of the
Council to the question of the application of agrarian reform in Poland, which formed the
subject of a petition submitted to the League of Nations by M. Graebe, Deputy to the Polish
Sejm, on September 1st, 1931. On January 4th, 1932, this petition, together with the obser-
vations of the Polish Government upon it, were communicated to the Members of the Council
for information, in accordance with the procedure applicable to minorities petitions.

The Council, at its meeting of January 30th, decided, on the proposal of its Rapporteur,
the Japanese representative, to postpone the examination of this question until its May session,
as, owing to the short time which had elapsed since its inclusion in the agenda, he had not
been able to go thoroughly into the matter.

In the meantime, on May 9th, two supplementary petitions from M. Graebe dated
January 15th and February 8th, 1932, respectively, together with the Polish Government's
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observations, and on May 20th a letter from the German Government on the same question
dated May 19th, were communicated to the Council.

At its meeting on May 21st, the Council took cognisance of the report on this matter by
the representative of Japan. The Rapporteur first drew the Council's attention to the fact
that the question before it was essentially the same as that which had been examined in 1930
and 1931 by a Minorities Committee composed of the representatives of Persia, Italy and the
United Kingdom. The results of this examination, which dealt with the very full documentary
material also furnished by M. Graebe, were communicated in the letter sent by that Committee
to the Secretary-General on May 23rd, 1931.

In view of the information contained in the various documents submitted to the Council,
the question arose in the Rapporteur's mind, " first, whether there is any occasion to modify
in any respect the conclusions which the Minorities Committee, in noting the explanations
furnished by the Polish Government, thought possible to draw from them - conclusions
which appear in the Committee's letter of May 23rd, 1931 - and, secondly, whether the appli-
cation of the agrarian reform since that date has been in conformity with these conclusions ".

The Rapporteur accordingly proposed that the Council request the representatives of
Italy and of the United Kingdom to collaborate with him in the preparation of the report to
be submitted to the Council at its session in September 1932. The Committee which would thus
be set up would be entitled to consult experts, if it so desired, and to ask the Polish Government
for all the information and particulars considered necessary.

Several members then expressed their views on the matter.
The representative of Germany said that the application to the German minority in

Poznan and Pommerelia of the agrarian reform and of the right of pre-emption had for a long
time past been watched by his Government with the greatest anxiety. The decision of the
Minorities Committee contained in its letter of May 23rd, 1931 - certain passages of which
were read by the German representative - had given great satisfaction to the German Govern-
ment. The latter had felt there was reason to hope that the Committee's findings would put
an end to the serious disadvantages which the minority had suffered. In the German
Government's opinion, the decisions of the Minorities Committee should in practice have
exempted the estates belonging to the German minority from agrarian reform until the
existing disproportion noted by the Committee between the share in that reform taken by
owners belonging to the German minority and that taken by owners belonging to the Polish
majority had disappeared. During the past twelve months, the German representative added,
the situation had developed in such a way as to justify the apprehension that the practice
of the Polish authorities was not in harmony with the spirit of the Committee's decision. He
therefore expressed the hope that the procedure proposed in the report submitted to the Council
would put an end to any divergencies of opinion as to the practical effect of the decision of
the Minorities Committee.

While he accepted the report, he was sure that the Rapporteur and the other members
of the Council would agree with him that, until the Council had finally settled the matter
at its next session, the situation of the German minority ought not to be allowed to become
worse, and that the Committee would not lose sight of the risks involved if it were faced with
a fait accompli.

The representative of Poland also said that he was prepared to accept the report, but
desired to make a few remarks concerning procedure. He pointed out that the first of M.
Graebe's petitions which had been laid before the Council had, in accordance with the procedure
generally applied, already been submitted for examination to a Minorities Committee consisting
of the representatives of France, Italy and the United Kingdom. If the two latter supplementary
petitions had not been dealt with in the same way, it was because the German Government
had, in its note dated January 19th, 1932, asked for the question of the application of the
agrarian reform to be placed on the Council agenda. He did not challenge the formal right
of any Member of the Council to take action under Article 12 of the Minorities Treaty, nor
did he wish to revert to the doubts he had expressed on many previous occasions as to the
advantages which had been anticipated from the minority procedure instituted outside the
treaties. He nevertheless thought that he was correctly interpreting the guiding idea which
had presided over the establishment of that procedure, when he said that its aim had been to
eliminate as far as possible direct intervention by individual Members of the Council and
so to make it possible for minority questions to be examined wholly apart from any political
considerations.

In his opinion, the parallel and simultaneous application of two procedures, as in the
present case, was at variance with the spirit of the resolutions adopted by the Council on
various occasions in connection with minority procedure, and the result in the present case had
been unexpectedly to arrest the procedure already initiated and, consequently, to hold up
the consideration of the petitions. That aspect of the problem deserved, in his view, the
Council's most serious attention, and he did not doubt that it would be found necessary to
revert to it in due course.

Lastly, he asserted that the representative of Germany had deliberately infringed the
procedure in force by quoting the text of the letter from the Minorities Committee dated
May 23rd, 1931, the publication of which was contingent, under the resolution adopted by the
Council at Madrid, on the consent of the Government concerned. He expressly reserved his
Government's right to deduce from this fact all the consequences it might think necessary.

The representative of Yugoslavia associated himself with the observations made by the
Polish representative concerning the existence of two parallel and simultaneous procedures,
and further with the doubt he had expressed as to the advantages of a minorities procedure
instituted outside the treaties.
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The representative of France, while recognising that the action taken with a view to
bringing the matter before the Council had been taken quite legally, agreed that the repeated
interruption of the procedure before the Minorities Committee in the conditions mentioned
by the Polish representative might result in the combination of two procedures; he was
inclined to think that a choice should be made between them and that in due course the point
should be discussed, either in the Council or in some other body - for instance, the Sixth
Committee of the Assembly - in the event of that Committee finding it necessary, following
the precedents of the last few years, to resume the discussion of minorities questions next
September.

In reply to the Polish representative, the German representative emphasised the right
and duty of every Member of the Council to bring to its notice any violation or threatened
violation of a minority right, even when the minority in question had already brought a complaint
before a Committee of Three. He added that he wished to protest energetically against the
Polish representative's observation that to quote a letter addressed by the Committee of Three
to the Secretary-General of the League was a deliberate infringement of the established procedure.
As soon as a minority complaint, after having been brought before a Committee, was submitted
to the Council itself by one of its Members, the Council should be in a position to form a
complete idea of the situation. Among the data necessary for this purpose might be documen-
tation prepared during the examination of the complaint - that was to say, the letter by
which the Minorities Committee had concluded its examination of the question. As the Council's
discussions were public, he was of opinion that it was inevitable that any documents which
hitherto had not been accessible to the public should then become so.

The representative of Poland said that he maintained all the reservations he had made
and, above all, that relating to publicity. It seemed to him absolutely contrary to logic that
a document which could only be published with a Government's consent, but which had been
circulated to all the Members of the Council for their information, could be read in public at
any moment by any member of the Council. He wished to reserve his Government's right to
raise the question of procedure at a subsequent meeting of the Council, when the latter thought
fit to resume the examination of that question.

Lastly, the representative of Norway, while stressing the importance of the question of
procedure, reserved his Government's opinion if, in accordance with the French representative's
suggestions, the question were referred to the Sixth Committee of the Assembly.

III. PROTECTION OF MINORITIES IN UPPER SILESIA.

1. APPEAL OF THE " DEUTSCHER VOLKSBUND" OF JUNE 5TH, 1930, CONCERNING THE

NON-ADMISSION TO THE MINORITY SCHOOLS, FOR THE SCHOOL YEAR 1929-30, OF SIXTY
CHILDREN FORMERLY EXAMINED BY THE EDUCATIONAL EXPERT, M. MAURER.

At its meeting of September 19th, 1931, the Council adopted the report on this question
which had already been submitted to it by its Rapporteur during the session of May 1931. 
The Permanent Court of International Justice had, on May 15th, given an advisory opinion
on this question, but the examination of that opinion had been postponed at the request of
the Polish representative.

The Polish representative on the Council stated that his Government, in conformity with
the Court's opinion, had already intimated to the parents of the children mentioned in the
petition that they would be admitted to the minority schools without further formality. As
regards the admission to minority schools of children who did not speak the minority language,
the Polish representative reserved his right to revert to this point if necessary.

The German representative expressed his satisfaction that a final settlement had at last
been found for a question which had been before the international authorities for years, and
which was very important to many members of the German minority in Polish Upper Silesia.
He hoped that the Court's opinion would lead to the cancellation of all penal measures taken
against those responsible for the education of children for not having sent the children to Polish
schools.

2. APPEAL, DATED JANUARY 15TH, 1932, UNDER ARTICLE 149 AND FOLLOWING ARTICLES OF

THE CONVENTION OF MAY 15TH, 1922, RELATING TO UPPER SILESIA, FROM M. JOHANN
MOKROS, CONCERNING HIS PERSONAL SITUATION.

This matter - which had previously formed the subject of a petition addressed to the
Council by M. Mokros on December 3rd, 1929, under Article 147 of the German-Polish
Convention dated May 15th, 1922 2 - was submitted to the Council by a letter from the
Polish delegation accredited to the League, dated March 12th, 1932. This delegation also
transmitted, in accordance with Article 157 of the above Convention, an appeal to the L'eague
Council from M. Mokros concerning his dismissal from the post of meat inspector.

See Official Journal, December 1931, page 2263.
2 See Official Journal, June 1930, page 496.
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On the Rapporteur's proposal, the Council, at its meeting on May 18th, approved the opinion
expressed by the President of the Mixed Commission on May 30th, 1931, to the effect that
M. Mokros' request should be refused, the allegation of differential treatment not having been
proved. The examination of this matter was declared closed.

3. PETITION OF MADAME FRANZISKA SENKALLA, DATED JANUARY 4TH, 1932.

On its Rapporteur's proposal, the Council, on May 18th, 1932, decided to close the
examination of this question. The documents submitted to it showed that the question raised
in the.petition did not come under Part III of the Convention of May 15th, 1922, relating to
Upper Silesia, and therefore the Council could not deal with it.

4. PETITION, DATED NOVEMBER 10TH, 1931, FROM THE ASSOCIATION OF POLES IN GERMANY,

SECTION I, OF OPPELN, CONCERNING THE SITUATION OF THE POLISH MINORITY IN

GERMAN UPPER SILESIA.

On the Secretary-General's proposal, the Council decided, at its meeting on May 18th, to
adjourn this question until its next session. It had not been materially possible to circulate
this document and the observations of the German Government upon it in time for considerations
at the sixty-seventh session.

A supplementary petition from the same source was transmitted, on April 23rd, for
observations to the German Government which, under the Rules of Procedure, has a period of
two months in which to draw up its observations.

5. PETITION FROM DR. PRINCE VON PLESS OF JANUARY 7TH, 1931, AND MARCH 29TH, 1932,

CONCERNING THE SITUATION OF HIS FATHER'S PROPERTY IN THE VOIVODIE OF SILESIA.

This question was first submitted to the Council at its session of January 1931. The
Council postponed its examination on three occasions (sessions of January, May and September
1931), in the hope that direct conversations between the Polish authorities and the petitioner
would lead to a friendly solution. The question was summarised in the report submitted by
the Japanese representative at the Council meeting of January 30th, 1932.1

The Prince of Pless's petition concerned pressure alleged to have been exercised by the
Polish authorities with a view to the ultimate polonisation of his father's undertakings in the
Voivodie of Silesia.

The measures mentioned in the petition as being of a discriminatory nature related to
(1) the curtailment of the share of the Pless mines in the coal deliveries for the State railways,
and (2) the fiscal measures alleged to have been taken against the Pless Management.

Information and explanations on these two points were repeatedly supplied both by the
petitioner and by the Polish Government. On the basis of this information and these
explanations, the Rapporteur stated that, as regarded the coal quota, the reduction by 2,000
tons per month of which the petitioner complained represented only two-ninths of the daily
output of the mines belonging to the Prince of Pless, amounting up to the time of the reduction
to 9,000 tons, and therefore obviously could not seriously affect the economic stability of the
Prince's undertakings. Moreover, according to the Polish Government, the coal orders of the
State had been reduced in April 1930 for all the Silesian firms.

As regards fiscal measures, the Rapporteur said that it was clear from the explanations
contained in the Polish Government's last note that the annulment of the decisions of the
Commission of Appeal, to which the Polish Government had referred in a previous communi-
cation, must be regarded as implying the complete and final annulment of all the measures
taken by the Finance Administration in connection with the fixing of the taxes of the Pless
Management.

The Rapporteur expressed the view that this measure, as explained in the last Polish note,
and the information concerning coal deliveries, were to be regarded by the Council as a
satisfactory settlement of the case, and proposed that the Council should declare its examination
closed. This proposal was adopted by the Council.

When accepting the report, the German representative reserved the right to revert, if
necessary, to the question of the compatibility of the Assessment Commission's decisions with
the provisions relating to the protection of minorities, and requested the Council to take note
of his reservation. The Polish representative also accepted the report. In regard to the German
representative's reservation, he referred to the terms of the report itself.

A further petition from the Prince of Pless, dated March 29th, 1932, concerning this same
question, was communicated to the Council, and at the same time to the Polish Government.
The Secretary-General decided in this case to apply the urgent procedure.

At the Council meeting on May 18th, the representative of Japan, Rapporteur, informed
the Council that, in a letter dated May 17th, 1932, the German representative had notified the

1 See Official Journal, March 1932 (Part II), page 510.
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Secretary-General that his Government would submit to the Permanent Court of InternationalJustice for a decision, in virtue of Article 72, paragraph 3, of the Geneva Convention of May 15th,1922, the question regarding the petitions from the Prince of Pless.
In these circumstances the Council, on its Rapporteur's proposal, merely took note of thiscommunication and declared its consideration of this matter closed.

IV. PROTECTION OF MINORITIES IN ROUMANIA.

PETITIONS FROM REPRESENTATIVES
OF THE DESCENDANTS OF THE FORMER SZEKLER (HUNGARIAN) FRONTIER GUARD REGIMENT.

This question had been on the agenda of the Council sessions in May and September1931, 1 but the latter had decided to defer consideration of the matter to give the RoumanianGovernment an opportunity of settling the question by direct negotiation with the petitioners.At its meeting on January 28th, 1932, the Council had to examine the case on its merits, forit had been informed by the Roumanian Government that the negotiations with the petitionershad led to no definite result.
According to the petitioners, property which belonged to the descendants of the formerSzekler Frontier Guard Regiment had been taken over by the Roumanian Government withoutthe payment of any compensation whatsoever. On the other hand, properties which, accordingto the petitioners, occupied an identical position, but which belonged to the descendants oftwo Roumanian Frontier Guard Regiments, were stated to have been maintained in theirprevious position in virtue either of explicit provisions in the agrarian legislation or of specialarrangements made by the Government.
The essential point, in the Rapporteur's view, was whether that action could be regardedas discriminatory treatment in violation of the clause of Article 9 of the Roumanian MinoritiesTreaty providing for equal treatment.
The Roumanian Government maintained that, from the legal standpoint, there was afundamental difference between the position of the properties of the former Hungarian regimentand that of the properties of the two Roumanian regiments. The latter properties belong infull ownership to their descendants, whereas the property of the former Hungarian regimentbelonged, it was alleged, to the Hungarian Government, the whole population of the Comitatof Ciuc and, consequently, the descendants of the members of the Hungarian regiment havingenjoyed only the usufruct of that property.
The Roumanian Government, moreover, expressed the opinion that the question of theproprietary rights over the property concerned fell within the sole jurisdiction of the Roumaniancourts, and that the petitioners were therefore obliged to employ the ordinary legal channelsof the country before applying to the League.
The Roumanian Government thus raised a preliminary question of a specifically legalcharacter, regarding which, in the opinion of the Rapporteur, it would have seemed proper,in principle, to ask the Permanent Court of International Justice for an advisory opinion.In view, however, of certain practical considerations, more particularly the desirabilityof settling the question as rapidly as possible, the Rapporteur proposed that a Committee ofjurists be asked to examine the preliminary question and give the Council an opinion on thesubj ect.
After the representative of the Roumanian Government had agreed to the Rapporteur'sproposal, the Norwegian representative declared that he supported the Rapporteur's view thatit would have seemed proper, in principle, to ask the Permanent Court of InternationalJustice for an advisory opinion.2
At its meeting on May 21st, 1932, the Council resumed the examination of the question,after taking note of the report of the Committee of Jurists, consisting of MM. Matos (Chairman),Basdevant, Goepert, Pedroso, Perne and Pilotti. The Japanese representative, Rapporteur,informed the other members of the Council of the conclusion to which he had come as the resultof his conversations with the representative of Roumania - namely, that it would be in theinterest of all concerned if a practical solution could be found for the question before theCouncil. If, he added, the Council would ask the Roumanian Government to enter intonegotiations with him with a view to finding such a solution, and if that Government agreedto do so, the Council need not necessarily express an opinion on the conclusions of the reportof the Committee of Jurists.
The Japanese representative accordingly proposed that the Council should request itsRapporteur, assisted by the representatives of Norway and the United Kingdom, and theRoumanian Government to enter into these negotiations and should ask the Rapporteur tosubmit a report on the results at its session in September 1932. The Roumanian Government

was also requested to afford the Rapporteur any facilities necessary for acquiring a thoroughknowledge of the elements of the question with which the negotiations will be concerned.
The Roumanian representative accepted the resolution and stated that his Government

was prepared to enter into the proposed negotiations and to give the Rapporteur the desired
facilities.

l See the Secretary-General's report to the twelfth session of the Assembly (document A.6.1931), page 80.
2 See Official Journal, March 1932 (Part II), page 493.
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After the representative of Norway and the United Kingdom had declared their readiness
to accept the invitation to assist the Rapporteur, the German representative made certain
remarks with special reference to the report of the Committee of Jurists.

He regretted, in the interest of the prestige and authority of the Council, that the latter
was unable forthwith to accept unanimously the jurists' opinion giving a negative reply to the
question whether, before petitioning the League, a minority must exhaust all the legal means of
redress in its own country. He reminded the Council that, at its session in January 1932,
certain of his colleagues had expressed the view that the question raised by the Roumanian
Government should be submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice. Although,
he added, no Member of the League was under any legal obligation to accept the opinion of a
committee of jurists, he had hoped -and he thought he was expressing the view of other
members of the Council as well - that the Roumanian Government would have been willing
to accept that opinion for reasons of general League policy.

As regards the proposal to set up a special committee, the German representative had some
hesitation in accepting that proposal in view of the manner in which this matter had hitherto
developed. He thought, however, he could assent to it, if the proposal were interpreted in
the sense that it expressed the hope that, leaving aside all questions of law which might hold up
the settlement of the case, it would be possible to reach a solution acceptable to the parties.
If that interpretation was correct, and if the committee was guided in its work by a firm resolve
to find a solution which would safeguard the interests of the minority in question, and would be
acceptable to the Roumanian Government - the latter giving its loyal support - there was
ground for hoping that a practical solution would be found for this matter, which had been before
the Council for several years.

The representative of Roumania then pointed out that in matters of this kind the Council's
principal task was fundamentally to find a practical solution by means of conciliation. He
thought that the interpretation given by the German representative in the last part of his
statement was correct and that, leaving aside juridical questions, it was necessary to find a
practical solution which would be acceptable to the two parties. For its part, the Roumanian
Government would, in accordance with the Council's invitation, make every endeavour to
promote a settlement of that kind.

Finally, the Council adopted the draft resolution proposed by the Rapporteur.

9.

MANDATES.

I. GENERAL QUESTIONS.

1. GENERAL CONDITIONS TO BE FULFILLED BEFORE THE MANDATE REGIME CAN BE BROUGHT
TO AN END IN RESPECT OF A COUNTRY PLACED UNDER THAT REGIME.

At its meeting on September 4th, 1931, the Council noted the conclusions arrived at by the
Permanent Mandates Commission in its report on its twentieth session, regarding the general
conditions to be fulfilled before the mandate regime could be brought to an end in respect
of a country placed under that regime. 1

The Council decided that, in view of the responsibilities devolving upon the League of
Nations, the degree of maturity of mandated territories which it might in future be proposed
to emancipate should be determined in the light of the principles laid down by the Mandates
Commission, though only after a searching investigation of each particular case. The Council
added in its resolution that it would naturally have to examine with the utmost care all
undertakings given by the countries under mandate to the Mandatory in order to satisfy itself
that they are compatible with the status of an independent State and more particularly that
the principle of economic equality is safeguarded in accordance with the spirit of the Covenant
and with the recommendation of the Mandates Commission.

2. GENERAL AND SPECIAL INTERNATIONAL CONVENTIONS APPLIED TO MANDATED TERRITORIES.

On September 4th, 1931, the Council adopted the Mandates Commission's recommendations
with regard to general and special conventions applied to mandated territories. 2

1 The conclusions of the Permanent Mandates Commission are summarised in the supplementary report submitted
to the eleventh session of the Assembly (see document A.6(a).1931, pages 16 and 17).

2 For a summary of these suggestions, see the supplementary report on the work of the League since the eleventh
session of the Assembly (document A.6(a).1931, page 17).
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3. LIQUOR TRAFFIC.

At its twenty-first session, held in Geneva from October 26th to November 13th, 1931,
the Mandates Commission noted the information given by the mandatory Powers as to the
delimitation in mandated territories of the prohibition zones provided for by Article 1 of
the Convention signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September 10th, 1919. It expressed the hope
that the Powers would continue their efforts to control the traffic in these zones and to
prevent the natives from making clandestine distilleries. The Commission also studied the
Secretariat's memorandum, 1 based on information supplied by the mandatory Powers, regarding
the liquor traffic in B and C mandated territories. It asked that the Secretariat should keep this
information up to date, and recommended that, when drawing up the annual statement on the
liquor traffic, the mandatory Powers, in order to add to the technical value of the information,
should take account of various suggestions as to the method embodied in the report annexed
to the Minutes of the session.

On January 25th, 1932, the Council drew the attention of the mandatory Powers entrusted
with B and C mandates to the above-mentioned recommendations and requested those Powers
to be good enough to give effect to them.

4. STATISTICAL INFORMATION RELATING TO MANDATED TERRITORIES.

In October 1931, the Mandates Commission received the revised tables, prepared by the
Secretariat, containing information relative to trade, public finance and movements of population
in the mandated territories. These tables had been revised in the light of information supplied
by the mandatory Powers since 1928, the date on which the first tables were published. At
its twenty-first session, the Commission requested the Council to forward this document to
the mandatory Powers in order that they might revise and complete it, if necessary. On January
25th, 1932, the Council deferred to the Mandates Commission's request.

II. ADMINISTRATION OF THE TERRITORIES UNDER MANDATE.

OBSERVATION APPLICABLE TO ALL THE TERRITORIES.

At its twenty-first session, the Mandates Commission formulated an observation applicable
to all the territories under mandate regarding the economic situation. It stated that the effects
of the economic depression now prevailing throughout the world were being felt all the more
severely in the mandated territories, since their prosperity was closely bound up with the
ruling prices of raw materials. It hoped to be supplied with reports on the policy which the
mandatory Powers intended to follow in dealing with the budget deficits entailed by this
depression.

On January 25th, the Council decided to communicate this observation to the mandatory
Powers.

Territories under A Mandate,

1. SPECIAL QUESTION RELATING TO THE PIPE-LINE OF THE " IRAQ PETROLEUM COMPANY LD. 

THROUGH THE TERRITORIES OF PALESTINE, SYRIA AND THE LEBANON.

On September 4th, 1931, the Council took note of the discussions 2 of the Mandates
Commission (twentieth session) on this question. The Italian representative pointed out that
the Council should also take note of the statements made by the accredited representatives
of the mandatory Powers before the Mandates Commission, according to which the exceptional
facilities accorded to the Iraq Petroleum Company would automatically apply to any company
which desired to construct a pipe-line through the said territories. The representatives of the
United Kingdom and France stated that the mandatory Powers concerned had acted in the
interests of the States placed under their mandate. The Council took note of the Mandates
Commission's discussions, together with the statements made before the Commission by the
accredited representatives of the mandatory Powers. At the same time, it decided to communi-
cate the Minutes of these discussions, for the necessary action, to the Governments of the
mandatory Powers for Palestine, Syria and the Lebanon.

1 Document C.608.M.235.1931.VI.
2 For summary, see supplementary report on the work of the League since the eleventh session of the Assembly

(document A.6(a).1931, page 17).
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2. IRAQ.

(a) Special Report of the British Government to the Council of the League of Nations on the
Progress of Iraq during the Period 1920 to 1931.

On September 4th, 1931, the Council decided to communicate the observations 1 formulated
by the Mandates Commission at its twentieth session to the Government of the mandatory
Power for Iraq, requesting it to be good enough to take action upon them as desired by the
Commission.

(b) Annual Report for 1930.

At its twenty-first session, the Commission took note of the declaration made by the
accredited representative stating that the British and French Governments had agreed to
invite the Council to determine the frontier between Iraq and Syria (see section on " Frontier
between Iraq and Syria ", page 53).

As regarded the administration of justice, the Commission noted that the mandatory
Power had not yet succeeded in obtaining redress for the Bahai community in respect of the
miscarriage of justice of which it was the victim, and to which allusion had been made in the
Commission's two previous reports to the Council on Iraq.

On January 25th, 1932, the Council decided to communicate these observations to the
Government of the mandatory Power, requesting it to be good enough to take action upon
them as desired by the Commission.

(c) Petitions.

On September 4th, 1931, the Council approved the conclusions 1 of the Mandates Commission
on the petitions examined by it at its twentieth session, and decided to communicate them in
each case to the mandatory Power and to the petitioners concerned.

At its twenty-first session, the Mandates Commission examined several petitions regarding
the position of the non-Moslem and Kurd minorities in this territory. The Commission
considered that the complaints put forward by the representative of the non-Moslem minorities
were to a large extent of the same nature as those considered by it at its twentieth session.
While it did not feel called upon to recommend that the Council should take any particular
action on these petitions, the Commission regarded them as further evidence of the apprehension
to which the proposed termination of the mandate had given rise among certain elements
belonging to the minorities. As regarded the Kurd petitions, the Commission decided to
continue to pay the greatest attention to the unrest persisting among the Kurds, and to draw
the Council's attention afresh to the uncertain fate which lay before them if the moral
protection of the United Kingdom, which they had enjoyed for over ten years, were to be
withdrawn, unless they were given equivalent guarantees.

On January 25th, 1932, the Council decided in each case to communicate the conclusions
of the Mandates Commission to the Government of the mandatory Power and to the petitioners
concerned.

3. PALESTINE.
(a) Annual Report for 1930.

On September 4th, 1931, the Council decided to communicate the observations 1 formulated
by the Mandates Commission at its twentieth session to the Government of the mandatory
Power, requesting it to be good enough to take action upon them as desired by the Commission.

(b) Petitions.

On the same date the Council approved the Commission's conclusions 1 regarding the
petitions examined by it at its twentieth session. It decided in each case to communicate them
to the mandatory Power and the petitioner concerned.

At its twenty-first session, the Commission examined three petitions, together with the
mandatory Power's observations thereon, regarding administration in Palestine. One of these
petitions dealt with the right of the Hebrew language to equality with the other official
languages of the territory, and notably to the question of the transmission of telegrams in
Hebrew characters by the Department of Posts and Telegraphs. The Commission trusted
that the mandatory Power would from time to time re-examine this question in order to ascertain
whether the technical and financial difficulties, which had hitherto prevented the Administration
of Palestine from allowing such transmission, still prevailed.

On January 25th, 1932, the Council approved these conclusions, and communicated them
to the mandatory Power and the petitioners concerned.

1 See supplementary report on the work of the League since the eleventh session of the Assembly (document A.6(a).
1931, page 18).
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4. SYRIA AND THE LEBANON.

(a) Annual Report for 1930.

On September 4th, 1931, the Council communicated the observations 1 formulated by the
Mandates Commission at its twentieth session to the Government of the mandatory Power,
requesting it to be good enough to take action upon them as desired by the Commission.

(b) Petitions.

On September 4th, 1931, the Council also decided in each case to communicate the conclu-
sions 1 of the Mandates Commission on the petitions examined by it at its twentieth session
to the mandatory Power and the petitioners concerned.

Territories under B Mandate.

1. TANGANYIKA.

(a) Annual Report for 1930.

The Mandates Commission examined the annual report on Tanganyika for 1930 during
its twenty-first session. In its observations to the Council, the Commission noted how seriously
the world economic crisis had affected the economic, financial and social life of Tanganyika.
It expressed the hope that the necessary retrenchments might be effected without any serious
diminution in the educational, medical and other public services which affect the native
population and, in particular, that the system of native administration would not be compromised
by the effects of the crisis.

The Commission thanked the mandatory Power for its detailed report with regard to
the food-shortage in the province of Bukoba in 1929. It expressed the hope that the steps taken
by the Administration would prevent the recurrence of such calamities. The Commission
further noted the accredited representative's statement that doctors with foreign degrees are
allowed to practise in the mandated territory. The Commission made other special
observations with regard to native policy, agricultural credit, education and labour.

On January 25th, 1932, the Council decided to communicate these observations to the
Government of the mandatory Power concerned and to request it to be good enough to take
such action as the Commission desired.

(b) Petitions.

The Commission examined two petitions from the Indian Association, Tanganyika,
together with the observations of the mandatory Power. It recommended the Council to note
the accredited representative's statement that the local Government of Tanganyika had always
endeavoured to avoid any unfair differentiation in the treatment of the Indian or of any other
community in the territory and to extend even-handed justice to all, irrespective of race, class
and creed.

In accordance with the Council decision of January 25th, 1932, the conclusions of the
Mandates Commission, approved by the Council, were communicated to the mandatory Power
and to the petitioners.

2. OBSERVATIONS APPLYING BOTH TO THE CAMEROONS AND TOGOLAND UNDER FRENCH

MANDATE AND TO THE CAMEROONS AND TOGOLAND UNDER BRITISH MANDATE.

At its twenty-first session, the Mandates Commission presented to the Council an
observation, with regard to the liquor traffic, applying to these four territories. It expressed
the hope that the neighbouring local authorities might give special attention to the liquor
traffic across the frontiers and might conclude agreements and institute measures which would
have the effect of making any attempt at smuggling unprofitable.

On January 25th, 1932, the Council decided to communicate these observations to the
Governments of the mandatory Powers concerned, and to request them to take such action
as the Commission desired.

3. CAMEROONS AND TOGOLAND UNDER FRENCH MANDATE.

(a) Annual Reports for 1930.

In an observation with regard to public finance applying to the two territories mentioned
above, the Commission again drew attention to the subsidies granted by the territories to
various propaganda institutions and bodies. It expressed the hope that the forthcoming annual

1 See supplementary report on the work of the League since the eleventh session of the Assembly (document A.6(a).
1931, page 19).
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reports from the mandatory Power would give satisfaction on this point. The accreditedrepresentative of the mandatory Power stated in his observations that on several occasionsthe mandatory Power had informed the Commission of its point of view on this matter. Inthe majority of cases, it regarded the granting of the subsidies in question as in the nature ofvaluable propaganda in favour of the mandated territories.
On January 25th, 1932, the Council decided to communicate this observation to theGovernment of the mandatory Power. It also asked the Mandates Commission for its opinionon this question.

(b) Petitions.

During its twenty-first session, the Commission examined three petitions from theinhabitants of these two territories, together with the observations of the mandatory Power.With regard to the first of these petitions, in which an inhabitant of the Cameroons asked forthe revision of his lawsuit, the Commission was of opinion that there was no need to makeany recommendations to the Council, since it dealt with a question on which a final judgmenthad been pronounced by a regular court. With regard to the two other petitions, relatingrespectively to the Cameroons and Togoland, the Commission considered that no action shouldbe taken, as their conclusions were inadmissible.
In accordance with the Council's decision of January 25th, 1932, the conclusions of theMandates Commission approved by the Council, were communicated to the mandatory Powerand to the petitioners concerned.

4. CAMEROONS UNDER BRITISH MANDATE.

Annual Report for 1930.

The Commission at its twenty-first session hoped that the efforts made by theAdministration to put an end to the differences which had arisen between the CatholicMission on the one hand and certain chiefs and natives on the other would be successful;also, with regard to public health, that steps for effectively combating sleeping-sicknessand leprosy would continue to be taken by the Administration.
On January 25th, 1932, the Council decided to communicate these observations to theGovernment of the mandatory Power concerned with a request that it be good enough to takesuch action as the Commission desired.

5. TOGOLAND UNDER BRITISH MANDATE.

Annual Report for 1930.

The Commission noted, at its twenty-first session, the accredited representative's promisethat in future financial data would be furnished for the year under examination and not onlyfor the preceding year. It observed that the consumption of spirituous liquors had considerablydecreased in the territory.
On January 25th, 1932, the Council decided to communicate these observations to theGovernment of the mandatory Power concerned and to request it to be good enough to takethe action desired by the Commission.

6. RUANDA-URUNDI.

Annual Report for 1930.

The annual report for 1930 was examined by the Mandates Commission during itstwenty-first session. The Commission noted the statement of the " Guiding Ideas of the GeneralPolicy to be followed in Ruanda-Urundi " published as a preface to the annual report. Itexpressed the hope that the work of the Administration would be successfully pursued alongthe lines laid down in that document.
The Commission noted that chiefs and sub-chiefs had frequently been deposed, on theground of passive opposition to the instructions of the mandatory authorities. It observedthat the mandatory Power had this state of affairs at heart, and confidently expected morereliable and active co-operation from those called upon to succeed the chiefs who had provedunequal to their duties.
With regard to public health, the Commission noted that holders of foreign degrees mightbe permitted to practise medicine in the mandated territory. It observed that the efforts todeal with sleeping-sickness had not as yet yielded wholly satisfactory results, and thoughtthat more ample means should be employed to put down this disease.
On January 25th, 1932, the Council decided to communicate these observations to theGovernment of the mandatory Power concerned and to request it to be good enough to takesuch action as the Commission desired.
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Territories under C Mandate,

1 and 2. NEW GUINEA and NAURU.

Annual Reports for 1929-30.

With regard to these two territories, the Council, on September 4th, 1931, decided to
communicate the observations of the Permanent Mandates Commission1 formulated during
its twentieth session to the Government of the mandatory Power, and to request it to be
good enough to take the action desired by the Commission.

3. SOUTH WEST AFRICA.

(a) Annual Report for 1930.

On September 4th, 1931, the Council took a similar decision in connection with this report.1
In a letter dated February 8th, 1932, 2 the mandatory Power replied to an observation made

by the Commission at its twentieth session with regard to the mandatory Power's financial
responsibility for the budget of the mandated territory. The mandatory Power concluded that
quite sufficient control was exercised through the Administrator, or otherwise, to enable it to
fulfil its duties towards the League.

(b) Petitions.

At its twenty-first session, the Mandates Commission examined a petition dated January 15th,
1931, from certain members of the Rehoboth community, together with the observations of
the mandatory Power. The petitioners claimed, inter alia, that they did not understand the
meaning of the conclusions of the Mandates Commission on their last petition in 1929, and desired
to obtain explanations. The Mandates Commission recommended the Council to request the
mandatory Power to have the text of the report by the Commission on their former petition
fully explained to the petitioners. It again recommended that the petitioners should be invited
to constitute a united community, which could work in harmony with the Administration of
the territory.

On January 25th, 1932, the Council approved these conclusions and communicated them
to the mandatory Power and to the petitioners.

4. WESTERN SAMOA.

(a) Annual Report for 1930-31.

At its twenty-first session, the Mandates Commission examined the annual report on
Western Samoa for 1930-31. The Commission noted that, according to the information contained
in this report, the general situation in Samoa was improving and that, in particular, good
results had already been obtained in the direction of co-operation between the Administration
and the native population. It added that it had endeavoured to obtain supplementary inform-
ation on the situation in Samoa during the examination of the annual report, but had been unable
to form a clear opinion. It hoped that the next annual report would afford more reassuring
information regarding the efforts made to restore good feeling in the country. In his comments,
the accredited representative of the mandatory Power pointed out that the absence of additional
information with regard to Samoa was due to the fact that, after a lengthy period of non-
co-operation by the natives, the consequent readaptation was necessarily slow. The situation
seemed to be satisfactory and the future promising.

The Commission also hoped that the next annual report would contain more detailed
information with regard to the work of the missions in general and, more particularly, their
educational activities.

On January 25th, 1932, the Council decided to communicate these observations to the
Government of the mandatory Power, with a request that it be good enough to take such action
as the Commission desired.

(b) Petitions.

At its twenty-first session, the Commission examined three petitions concerning the
Administration of this territory. After hearing the explanations of the accredited representative,
it came to the conclusion that no further action need be taken on the first of these petitions.
With regard to the second and third petitions, the Commission felt unable to give an opinion,
as the cases referred to had already been considered by duly constituted courts.

On January 25th, 1932, the Council approved these conclusions and communicated them
to the mandatory Power and to the petitioners.

1 See the supplementary report on the work of the League since the eleventh session of the Assembly (document
A.6(a).1931, pages 19 and 20).

2 See document C.336.1932.VI, published in the Official Journal, April 1932, page 978.


