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becoming a veritable aggression. Referring to the term " two
parties" used in connection with the Spanish conflict, he added
that his Government had instructed him to state that " in no
circumstances could it agree to the official use of this expression
to describe, on the one hand, the legitimate Government of Spain
and, on the other, those directly and immediately responsible
for the military rebellion, aided by foreign support, which had
plunged Spain into her present situation ".

The Council's session was then declared closed.

5. Communication from the Spanish Government concerning the
"Deutschland" Incident and the Bombardment of Almeria.'

Two days later, the representative of Spain sent a further
communication to the Secretary-General.

He stated that in the early hours of Saturday, May 29th,
the commander of the German squadron in the Mediterranean
sent a telegram to the Spanish Military Command at Valencia
informing it that, if Spanish aircraft flew, as had already
occurred, over German vessels carrying out their duty in the
zone of supervision, he had given orders for adequate measures
to be taken.

With reference to this communication, the Spanish repre-
sentative pointed out that, according to the control system
adopted by the London Committee, it was the duty of German
vessels to observe at a distance of at least ten miles from the
coast certain zones under the Spanish Government's authority,
but that those vessels " did not consider it incompatible with
the international mission entrusted to them to visit ports occupied
by the rebels in zones where the duty of observation belonged
to the vessels of other nations ".

The Ministry of National Defence of the Spanish Government,
in reply to the telegram from the German Admiral, stated that,
if supervision were exercised at the distance of ten miles laid
down by the London Committee, the warships would be in
no danger, but, he added, " this guarantee could not be given
if those ships incautiously and without justification entered

1 See document C.270.M.175.1937.VII.
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roadsteads or ports which were centres of insurgent activity.
In that case, the Spanish Government could not stop its action ".

The note from the Spanish representative went on to say that,
on the afternoon of May 29th, two Republican aeroplanes sent
on reconnaissance above the rebel centre of Ibiza, in the Balearic
Islands, were fired on by a German warship anchored in the
port. The Spanish aeroplanes had retaliated by bombarding
the aggressor vessel. The Spanish Government had immediately
announced these facts in a communique to the Press. The
German Government had waited twenty-four hours to announce
that the battleship Deutschland in the roadstead of Ibiza had
been suddenly bombarded between 6 and 7 p.m. on May 29th
by two Spanish Government aircraft.l

On the basis of its version of the incident, the German
Government had caused the port of Almeria to be bombarded
on the morning of May 31st. The note from the Spanish Govern-
ment stated that a cruiser and four destroyers had fired two
hundred shells at the town. " Thirty-five buildings had been
destroyed and up to the present nineteen dead, including five
women and one child, had been found among the ruins ".

The Spanish Government considered that "this fresh act
of aggression on the part of the naval forces of the Reich consti-
tuted the greatest outrage against an independent and sovereign
State of all the acts of aggression committed by the German
fleet since the Reich, contrary to all the rules of international
law and to the obligations arising out of the Declaration of
Non-Intervention, had been guilty of warlike intervention in
the conflict in Spain ".

In view of the gravity of this act and the official announcement
of the despatch of further German warships to the Mediterranean
the Spanish Government felt it to be its duty to draw the attention,
of the Members of the League of Nations to this situation.

According to the communique issued by the German Government on May 30th,
the bombardment of the Deutschland had caused the death of 23 sailors ; 83 had
been wounded, 19 seriously.
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VIII. FREE CITY OF DANZIG.

Situation in the Free City.

It will be recalled that, by its resolution of July 4th, 1936,
the Council appointed a Committee composed of three of its
members (United Kingdom, Rapporteur, France and Portugal

the last-named being succeeded by Sweden when its term
of office came to an end last September) to keep in touch with
the situation in Danzig.

The Committee submitted a report on its work to the Council
at the latter's meeting on October 5th, 1936.

In that report it drew the Council's special attention to the
High Commissioner's general report dated September 12th,
1936,2 which summarised the main features of the position in
the Free City, and to certain other relevant documents. Among
the latter were several decrees issued by the Senate of the Free
City the compatibility of which with the terms of the Constitution
appeared to be at least open to grave doubt. The Committee
observed that it might have suggested that the Council should
take legal advice in regard to this matter. It had not done so,
however, because it was of opinion that the situation required
to be considered as a whole and therefore called for a fuller
and more general examination. The Committee thought that
it was only in the light of such an examination that the Council
would be able to decide on the course which it should follow.

The Committee observed that the gravity of the question
might be judged from the fact that vexatious treatment -
such as the watch kept on the High Commissioner's residence

should have been meted out by the authorities of the Free
City to a representative of the League of Nations, whose actions
had been strictly limited to the carrying-out of instructions
given to him by the Council with the full agreement of the Danzig
Government.

The Committee was of opinion that the Polish Government
was particularly well placed to undertake the examination

See Report on the Work of the League, 1935/36, Part II, page 25.
2 See Official Journal, November 1936, page 1359.



-44

which, the Committee considered, should be made so as to
to enable the Council to determine its future course with a full
knowledge of the situation. Consequently, following the sug-
gestion of the Committee of Three - which was at the same
time requested to continue to follow the question - the Council
invited the Polish Government " to seek, on behalf of the Council,
the means of putting an end to the situation described in the
general report of the High Commissioner and thus of rendering
fully effective the guarantee of the League of Nations, and to
make a report on this subject at its next session ". In accepting
the Council's draft resolution, the Polish representative declared,
on behalf of the Polish Government, that the latter regarded
the proposal as a serious effort, inspired by a legitimate concern
for the maintenance of the dignity of the League of Nations and
the interests of Danzig, to overcome the difficulties that had
arisen within the territory of the Free City.'

In accordance with the Council's request, the Polish repre-
sentative submitted his report in January 1937 to the Committee
of Three. In this report,2 the Polish Government stressed the
fact that, in the negotiations with the Danzig Senate, it had
emphasised the necessity for respecting the Statute of the Free
City and the competence of the High Commissioner. It noted,
in this connection, that the Senate was resolved to observe
the Statute and to fulfil the resultant obligations. Consequently,
the Polish Government was in a position to lay before the Council
the following declaration made by the Senate of the Free City
regarding the Senate's attitude towards the High Commissioner
as the representative of the League of Nations, which was the
guarantor of the Statute of Danzig:

"After the conversations which it has had with the
Polish Government concerning the mandate entrusted to
the latter by the League Council on October 5th, 1936, the
Senate of the Free City of Danzig declares that the Free
City bases its relations with the High Commissioner on the
legal Statute in force."

Official Journal, November 1936, pages 1190 et seq.
2 Ibid., February 1937, pages 241 and 242.
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According to the Polish Government, this declaration by
the Danzig Senate and the assurances which the Danzig repre-
sentatives had, in the course of the conversations, given to the
Polish negotiators, gave grounds for hoping that the difficulties
experienced by the High Commissioner in the exercise of his
functions would not arise again in the future.

If - the Polish Government goes on to say in its report
the Senate in future afforded the High Commissioner and the
Council all the assistance required to enable the League to carry
out its task, it would appear that, from a practical standpoint,
the High Commissioner, in the performance of the duties laid
down in the Statute, should take care to see that the internal
administration of the Free City of Danzig was not hampered.
That should be the less difficult for him if it were borne in mind
that discrimination between the sources of information on which
the High Commissioner based his actions was not only possible,
but even desirable. In this connection, the information furnished
by the Senate should be given the place corresponding to the
latter's authority as the Government of the Free City of Danzig.

The Polish Government considered that it had carried out
its difficult mission in submitting a solution which seemed to it,
in the circumstances, to be reasonable and which in its opinion
would prove effective, provided that the Senate acted in
accordance with its own declaration mentioned above.

It was obvious, continued the Polish Government in its
report, that on the Council, as guarantor of the Statute of the
Free City, devolved the duty of following the development of
the situation ; this would allow the Council to see whether the
proposed solution put an end to the difficulties that had arisen
in the relations between the League of Nations and the Senate.

Having concluded its discussions, the Committee of Three
submitted its report 1 to the Council at the latter's meeting
on January 27th, 1937, in the presence of Mr. Lester, High
Commissioner of the League of Nations, and of M. Greiser,
President of the Senate of the Free City.

The Committee requested the Council to take note of the
report of the Polish representative and to express its appreciation

1 See Official Jourznal, February 1937, page 112.
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of the zeal that had been shown by M. Beck and of the help
he had given to the Committee both in the course of the nego-
tiations which had led to the drawing-up of its report and during
the Committee's own discussions.

In its report, the Committee of Three observed that the
Statute of the Free City comprised three elements: the main-
tenance of the international position of the Free City, provision
for the adjustment of difficulties between Danzig and Poland,
and the guarantee of the Constitution. As had been made clear
in the report presented to the Council on November 17th, 1920,
the Constitution was intended to provide the essential guarantees
for a stable and peaceful political situation and to ensure that
the Government would function in conformity with the principles
according to which the Free City was created and with the
obligations arising out of the Treaty of Versailles.

Until a few years ago the Council, acting in discharge of
the principal duty laid upon it by the Treaty of Versailles, had
frequently been concerned with differences between Poland and

Danzig; but happily the two parties had been able to adjust
their differences, and the Council had not recently been called
upon to deal with matters affecting Polish-Danzig relations.
Since then, a new political situation had arisen, and the consti-
tutional liberties had on several occasions been appealed to

in circumstances which, at the time when the Statute was
drafted, might have been regarded as very unlikely to occur.
According to the Committee's report, the guarantees which
were thus given had no essential connection with the normal
functions of the League, but, having given those guarantees,
the League was bound to do its best to fulfil them.

It was in these circumstances that the Council was called
upon to consider the report which the Committee laid before it.

The Committee stated that it considered that the principles
laid down in the Polish Government's report were to be understood
in the sense that the High Commissioner's right to ask for infor-
mation from the Senate and the Senate's duty to furnish the
information asked for remained unquestioned. It was for the
High Commissioner to decide, on the basis of whatever infor-
mation might be available to him, as to the questions, if any,
in regard to which he would ask for explanations from the Senate,
and thereafter to decide himself whether or not it was advisable
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for him to make a report to the Council. Moreover, the High
Commissioner would not fail to take account of the terms
of the Polish representative's report and of the report of the
Committee.

The report points out that, under the procedure hitherto
in force, it was left to the High Commissioner, when he thought
such action necessary, to ask the Council to place on its agenda
questions relating to the constitutional life of the Free City,
in regard to which he had made reports to the Council. This
responsibility had made his task more difficult, and Mr. Lester
had suggested - and the Committee recommended that his
suggestion be accepted - that, if the Council agreed, it should
devolve in the future on the Committee of Three and not on
the High Commissioner. The Committee said that, in any case,
it was clear that the discharge of the League's functions in regard
to the Constitution depended very largely on the manner in
which the Senate of the Free City co-operated with the repre-
sentative of the League, and, in this connection, the Rapporteur
drew the particular attention of the Council to the paragraph
in the Polish Government's report relating to this co-operation.

Before leaving the question of the relations between the
Senate and the High Commissioner, the Rapporteur desired to
express once more his appreciation of the conduct of the High
Commissioner, Mr. Lester, who had, throughout the tenure of
his office, carried out his duties in a manner deserving of the
highest praise.

The Committee considered that the information which it
had received from the Polish representative, and the assurances
that had been given to it on behalf of the Senate, offered fresh
grounds for expecting that political tension in the Free City
would be lessened and that conditions would be established
in which a High Commissioner would be better able to discharge
his functions.

The Committee stated that it was not without some misgivings
regarding its recommendation to the Council to adopt its report
and to appoint a new High Commissioner; but in submitting
its recommendation, it had been influenced by the consideration
mentioned above, and by the fact that the guarantee by the
League of the Constitution of the Free City was part of a complex
political structure, to the disturbance of which the Council
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would certainly wish to avoid contributing so long as possible.

In any case, the new High Commissioner would see on the spot

what the situation was and, as soon as he had been able to form

a definite opinion, he would certainly wish to let the Council

know under what practical conditions he thought he could

carry out his functions, taking the present report into account.
The Rapporteur went on to say that, as regarded the sub-

stance of the Polish representative's report, it was clear that

much depended on the spirit in which it was put into effect.

The Council could only judge finally of the efficacy of the

agreement when the first reports of the new High Commissioner
were received. As the Polish representative had observed, the

co-operation of the Danzig Senate was essential for the proper
discharge of the High Commissioner's functions in their entirety.

Meanwhile, the Council could note with pleasure the co-opera-
tion between Poland and the Free City which had enabled

M. Beck to discharge his task.
After a few words from Mr. Lester, who, before resigning

his post, wished to thank all concerned, and especially the Rap-

porteur, for the confidence and loyal support which they had

given him, and to express his very sincere wishes for the future

of the Free City and for the continuance of intimate friendly

relations between its Government and that of Poland, M. Greiser

expressed the hope that, with the adoption of the present report,

tension would be finally brought to an end. The satisfactory
principles on which the report was based would, he said, un-

doubtedly enable him to co-operate whole-heartedly with the

new High Commissioner to be appointed by the League.
On the proposal of the Rapporteur, the Council then took

note of the report submitted to it by the representative of Poland

and adopted the report of the Committee of Three. It also
requested that Committee to continue to follow the situation
in Danzig.l

*
* *

On January 27th, 1937, the Rapporteur for Danzig matters
proposed to the Council that, if Admiral de Graaff (former

Naval Chief of Staff of the Netherlands), whom the Committee

See Official Journal, February 1937, pages 111 et seq.
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of Three had approached with a view to his acceptance of the
post of High Commissioner in Danzig, should be unable to accept,
the appointment should be left in the hands of the President
of the Council in consultation with the Committee of Three
and with the representative of Poland. That proposal was
accepted.

In conformity with that decision, and after the consultations
provided for therein, the President of the Council appointed
as High Commissioner for the League of Nations in Danzig
M. Carl J. Burckhardt Professor at the University of Zurich
and at the Graduate Institute of International Studies at Geneva,
and Member of the International Red Cross Committee for
a period of three years as from February 18th, 1937.

IX. SAAR TERRITORY.

Complaint from Certain Former Officials of the Governing
Commission.

In June 1936, the Secretary-General communicated to
Members of the Council a note concerning the case of five officials
of the Saar Governing Commission, who made certain financial
claims on the League of Nations in respect of posts which they
had held and the fact that they had not received the benefit
of the agreements relating to former officials of the Saar Territory.

On the proposal of its President, this question was placed
on the agenda of the Council at its ninety-second session (July
1936). At its meeting on July 4th, 1936,1 the Council decided
to refer the question to a Committee of Jurists, composed
of three members, to investigate the various aspects of the
question and, should it conclude that the League had incurred
obligations, to include in its report a proposal which would be
examined by the Council at its next ordinary session with
a view to finding an equitable solution. The Committee, whose
appointment was entrusted by the Council to its President,
consisted of M. de Ruelle, Legal Adviser to the Belgian Ministry

See Official Journal, July 1936, page 757.

4
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for Foreign Affairs, member of the Permanent Court of Arbitra-
tion; M. Donner, member of the Netherlands Supreme Court;
and M. Im Hof, member of the Council of State of the Canton
of Basel Stadt, in charge of the Department of Justice and Police.

In its report of September 12th, 1936, which was submitted
to the Council at its meeting on September 25th, the Committee
stated its conclusion that the League had not incurred any
juridical obligations in the case.

The representative of France, M. Paul-Boncour, said that,
without wishing to enter into a legal discussion, he desired,
on grounds of equity, to put two points to the Council.
In the first place, the officials in question had, during a period
of eighteen months, served very loyally under circumstances
which had often been difficult - the Governing Commission,
an organ of the League; secondly, when, at the Council session
in May 1933, the question of the guarantees for the integrity
of the plebiscite had been raised, the opinion had been expressed
from various sides that that integrity would be the more fully
respected if the Saar officials knew that they were assured of
their independence and of their future. M. Paul-Boncour urged
the League, solely from the standpoint of equity, to take, in
the case of these officials, the line which was clearly indicated.
As to making a definite suggestion in this connection, there
could clearly be no question of any payment other than that
of a lump sum as a final settlement. He thought that the sum
of 5,000 Swiss francs each would be a suitable compensation,
giving the officials in question a minimum of security while
looking for other employment.

Having adopted the Committee's report, the Council, at
its meeting on September 26th, accepted the suggestion of the
French representative and decided to authorise the Secretary-
General to pay to the five persons concerned compensation
totalling 25,000 Swiss francs, chargeable to Item 2(c),
Chapter I (Unforeseen Expenditure) of the Budget.'

1See Official Journal, November 1936, pages 1154 et seq.
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2.

THE INTER-AMERICAN CONFERENCE
OF BUENOS AIRES FOR THE MAINTENANCE
OF PEACE AND THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

On December 1st, 1936, on the proposal of the President
of the United States of America, an Inter-American Conference
for the Maintenance of Peace was held at Buenos Aires, in which
the delegates of the twenty-one American Republics took part.
The Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Argentine Republic was
chosen to preside over this Conference. In congratulating
M. Saavedra Lamas on his election, the Secretary-General
expressed the hope that the efforts of the Conference to promote
co-operation between the nations and ensure peace and security
would lead to positive results.

The Conference completed its work on December 23rd.
Before separating, it unanimously decided formally to commu-
nicate to the League of Nations the resolutions it had adopted.
The Secretary-General, who was informed of this decision by
a telegram' from the President of the Conference, will transmit
these texts to the Members of the League as soon Nas they are
communicated to him.

As regards the relation between the Conference and the
League, it should be noted in the first place that, in the replies
of their Presidents to President Roosevelt's initial proposal
and during the actual discussions of the Conference, several
Latin-American countries Members of the League stressed the
ties which bind them to that institution and the part it plays
in furthering world peace.

1 Document C.557.M.358.1936 (see Official Journal, March-April 1937, page 278).
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A number of the Conventions and resolutions adopted have
some bearing on relations between the League and its American
Members.

Proposals for the creation of an American League of Nations
and an Inter-American Court of International Justice were
submitted to the Conference. The latter deferred the examination
of these two questions to the eighth International Conference
of American States to be held in 1938.

The Conference recommended - the delegation of the United
States of America abstaining from voting - that the American
States Members of the League and signatories of the Pact of
Paris, the Saavedra Lamas Treaty and any other similar agree-
ments signed in the future, should request the States which
are not members of the League and which are parties to the
other treaties referred to above, to co-operate with the League
in the study of the projects for the co-ordination of those various
instruments with the League Covenant; it also recommended
that the American States which are not members of the League
and are parties to the other above-mentioned treaties should
co-operate with the League in the measures it may adopt to
prevent war or to settle international conflicts by pacific means,
whenever the respective legal systems of the said States permit.
The Conference decided to bring this resolution in due course
to the knowledge of the special Committee assembled in Geneva
to study the co-ordination of the League Covenant with other
peace instruments.

Several resolutions of the Conference refer to the international
intellectual co-operation organised by the League. They include
the resolution recommending the constitution of National Com-
mittees of Intellectual Co-operation; the recommendation 1 to
accede to the International Convention on the Use of Broad-
casting in the Cause of Peace, signed at Geneva on September 23rd,
1936; the recommendation to subscribe to the declaration on
the revision of school text-books, drawn up by the International
Committee on Intellectual Co-operation; the recommendation
to support the plan for an American ethnological and historical
collection, approved by the Intellectual Co-operation Committee;

The delegation of the United States of America abstained from voting on
the resolution containing this recommendation.
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the recommendation to prepare memoranda and other reports
on the immigration problem and the distribution of raw materials
for the Conference on Higher Learning organised for 1937 by
the International Institute of Intellectual Co-operation.

In the economic and financial sphere, the resolution relating
to barriers to international trade refers, inter alia, to the
recommendations approved by the International Economic
Conference held under the auspices of the League of Nations
in 1927 and the conclusions of the subsequent Conferences of
that organisation, especially with respect to the effects of clearing
agreements as established by the Economic Committee of Geneva
in 1935.

Lastly, the first clause of the Preamble of the Convention
for the Maintenance, Preservation and Re-establishment of
Peace, adopted by the Conference, reads as follows:

"Considering that, according to the statement of Franklin
D. Roosevelt, the President of the United States, to whose lofty
ideals the meeting of this Conference is due, the measures to be
adopted by it would advance the cause of world peace, inasmuch
as the agreements which might be reached would supplement
and reinforce the efforts of the League of Nations and of all other
existing or future agencies in seeking to prevent war ."
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3.

QUESTION OF ALEXANDRETTA AND ANTIOCH.

The Sanjak of Alexandretta, inhabited mainly by Turks,
Alawites, Sunnite and Christian Arabs and Armenians (a total
of about 240,000 inhabitants) is situated in the north-western
corner of Syria. It is bounded on the north by Turkey and
on the west by the Mediterranean.

The Franco-Turkish Treaty signed at Ankara on October
20th, 1921 provided for the institution of a special regime
for the district of Alexandretta and contained certain provisions
in favour of the Turkish element of the population.

By a decree of the High Commissioner of May 14th, 1930,
France, the mandatory Power, promulgated the " organic
regulation " of the Sanjak, endowing this province with a special
regime in administrative and financial matters within the Syrian
State.

At the meeting of the Council on September 26th, 1936,
and then during the discussion in the Sixth Committee of the
seventeenth ordinary session of the Assembly, the French
delegate gave information regarding the state of the negotiations
with Syria with a view to the early abrogation of the mandatory
regime. On this occasion, the French delegate, in replying to
the Turkish delegate, gave certain details regarding the future
position of the population of Turkish language and culture of
the district of Alexandretta. I

On December 8th, 1936, the Turkish Government, in a
telegram to the Secretary-General, requested, in accordance

See Official Journal, November 1936, pages 1180 and 1181, and Special
Supplement No. 161, pages 36 and 37.
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with Article 11 of the Covenant, that a dispute which had arisen
between Turkey and France concerning the future of the Sanjak
of Alexandretta should be placed on the agenda of the extraor-
dinary session of the Council. At the same time, it requested
the adoption of interim measures of protection to ensure the
safety of the Turkish people of the Sanjak.

On December 10th, the French Government, while agreeing that
this matter should be placed on the agenda, expressed the opinion
that the question did not constitute a Franco-Turkish dispute.
It was merely a case of a divergence between a request submitted
by the Turkish Government and the doctrine of the mandate
as hitherto applied by France in the Levant in accordance
with the guiding principles laid down by the Council and the
Mandates Commission. After making express reservations as
to the Turkish Government's views regarding the security of
the inhabitants of the Sanjak, the French Government stated
that it agreed to the adoption of measures of conservation on
both sides of the Turco-Syrian frontier.

On December 10th, the Turkish Government transmitted
to the Secretary-General a number of diplomatic documents
relating to previous negotiations which had taken place between
France and Turkey with regard to the district of Alexandretta
and Antioch. 1

Action of the Council at its Ninety-fifth (Extraordinary) Session.

At the meeting held by the Council on December 14th,
the Turkish representative said that, being desirous that the
Council should deal in the first place with the question of conser-
vatory measures, he would not enter into discussion of the
substance of the dispute. He pointed out, however, that, in
his opinion, when in 1920 the Supreme Council of the Allies, in
application of the Covenant, conferred upon France the mandate
for Syria, that mandate did not comprise all the territories of
the Levant at that time under French occupation. For instance,
in 1921 France had been able to restore Cilicia to Turkey. When
in 1921 Turkey, in conjunction with France, traced a line of

1 Document C.538.M.348.1936.
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demarcation - a line which was unconditional over the greater part
of its length, but conditional as to the part touching the Sanjak
- and when in 1923 these two countries made this line a political
frontier - there was no French mandate over the Sanjak and
it was not as a mandatory Power that France assumed obligations
towards Turkey. As Turkey saw it, the Turkish populations
of the Sanjak were destined to enjoy an autonomous regime
under the authority of France, and Turkey had at no time any
thought of admitting the existence of a Syrian political entity
on behalf of which France might one day place a Turkish
community definitely under the yoke of a non-Turkish community.
The mandate, which came into force in 1923, could not extend
to the Sanjak, which, after as before that date, remained
distinctly and conditionally under the sole authority of France.
The Turkish population of the Sanjak would always constitute
a national element of the greatest importance for Turkey, and
the Syrians would themselves realise the advantages they might
derive from the independence of this territory, which was de-
militarised and engaged only in economic activities which were
of value to France, Turkey and Syria and all the other countries
served by the port of Alexandretta.

It was said that calm reigned in the Sanjak, but it was a
calm imposed by force. In order to enable the' Council to make
an impartial study and to find an equitable solution, it was
necessary that the League of Nations should provisionally take
the destiny of the Sanjak into its hands and that French and
Syrian troops should be withdrawn.

Lastly, the Turkish representative declared that the profound
friendship existing between his country and France was the
guarantee of a solution by conciliation.

On December 15th, the French representative, after stating
that his country was bound to Turkey by ties of sincere friendship,
contested the justice of the view that the Sanjak of Alexandretta
had been ceded to France herself and not as mandatory Power.
The legal position of France in the Levant had been defined
by Article 22 of the Covenant and by the instrument of San
Remo, of April 25th, 1920. According to these instruments,
the territories entrusted to France were not subject to French
sovereignty. France had to endow these territories with a
political organisation and to fix their frontiers, neither that
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organisation nor those frontiers being defined by the international
decisions from which she derived her powers. The evacuation
of Cilicia was not equivalent to the handing back of territory,
but was merely the end of a de facto situation namely, military
occupation. The Sanjak of Alexandretta had formed part of
the State of Syria since its creation in 1922. The application
of the Ankara Agreement had never in fifteen years given rise
to any complaint either from the population or from the Turkish
Government. Nor had that Government protested against the
participation of the Sanjak in the national life of Syria.

On September 9th, 1936, the French Government had,,
together with representatives of the Syrian Government, initialled
a treaty according to which the mandate in Syria would come
to an end in three years ; but this treaty required to be ratified
both by the French and Syrian Parliaments and it would only
come into force when the mandate came to an end. If the
Turkish Government had any objections to submit, it would
have a number of opportunities of doing so, since the treaty
must be examined by the Mandates Commission and by the
Council, while, lastly, the Assembly would take a decision as
to Syria's request for admission. All the rights provided for
in the Ankara Agreement in favour of the Turkish populations
in the Sanjak had moreover been confirmed once more in the
Franco-Syrian Treaty. The French Government had offered
to discuss with the Turkish Government the conditions under
which the maintenance of the special regime of the Sanjak
might be ensured. Turkey had not accepted this offer and
had insisted on the conversion of the Sanjak into an independent
State. France could not consider a measure of this kind, which
was incompatible with Article 1 of the mandate. That article
provided for the accession to independence of only two States
which were subsequently mentioned- namely, Lebanon and
Syria; it was also contrary to Article 4 of the mandate, under
which the mandatory Power had to guarantee Syria against
any loss of territory. The Council was, of course, master
of its decisions and could comply with the request of the Turkish
Government, but it was the mandatory Power's duty to draw
the Council's attention to the serious consequences which the
separation of the Sanjak from Syria might have on public opinion
in Syria and on Arab opinion in general.
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As regards measures of conservation, after having contested
the allegations of the Turkish representative regarding the

situation in the Sanjak and pointed out that the mandatory
Power had only sent very small military reinforcements to the

territory, the French representative announced that he would

give his consent to any provisions designed to prevent incidents
on the frontier and in the Sanjak itself, for instance to the

despatch to the spot of neutral observers on both sides of the

frontier. But the French Government could not favour measures

which would be tantamount to a partial suspension of the
mandate.

On December 16th, the Swedish representative, Rapporteur,
submitted his report to the Council. While noting the assurances

given by the representatives of France and Turkey with regard

to the spirit of sincere friendship and goodwill existing between
the two Governments, he observed that the parties were agreed

in asking the Council to postpone an examination of the substance
of the question until the ordinary session in January 1937.

Meanwhile, in order to create an atmosphere of calm and confi-

dence, he proposed certain measures of conservation. A complete
agreement had, however, not been reached in this respect. The

French representative had been unable to accept the Turkish
request for the despatch to the spot of a detachment of neutral

gendarmerie which would be placed under the actual control of

a Commissioner of the League of Nations. On the other hand, he

had not insisted that an enquiry should be undertaken on both

sides of the frontier, but had proposed that the Council should

send observers to the Sanjak. France had further undertaken
to postpone the ratification of the Franco-Syrian Treaty pending

a decision by the Council on the substance of the question and,

after the arrival of the observers on the spot, to withdraw the

reinforcements recently sent to the Sanjak. The Turkish repre-

sentative, after stating that there was no question of any military

steps being taken on the Turkish side of the frontier, had said

that he could not associate himself with the French represen-

tative's request regarding the despatch of observers to the Sanjak
in the form in which it had been put forward.

The Rapporteur added that the Council must trust the two

Governments to do their utmost to bring about the necessary

pacification. In view of the French Government's express request,
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he proposed that a mission consisting of three observers should
be sent to the Sanjak as soon as possible. Their task would be
neither to study the substance of the question nor to enquire into
the events which had occurred recently in the district of Alexan-
dretta and Antioch; nor would they have to take any direct action
with a view to the maintenance of order or the restoration of a
more pacific temper among the population; their duty would
simply be to observe in order to be able to report to the Council
if necessary. The local authorities would have to grant the
observers every facility in the performance of their task.

The Rapporteur, therefore, submitted the following resolution
to the Council:

"The Council,
"(1) Noting that the Governments of France and Turkey

have agreed to postpone to the Council's ordinary session in January
the examination of the substance of the question which has arisen
regarding the district of Alexandretta and Antioch, recommends
the two Governments to continue their conversations meanwhile
in close contact with the Rapporteur:

"(2) Notes the assurances given by the representatives
of France and Turkey that they will spare no effort to contribute
to a satisfactory solution of the question;

" (3) In response to the request formally made by the French
Government, decides to send as soon as possible to the Sanjak of
Alexandretta three observers, with the task defined in the present
report;

" (4) Requests the President of the Council to appoint the
said observers on the Rapporteur's proposal;

" (5) Fixes the end of January 1937 as the maximum time-limit
for the observers' mission;

" (6) Requests the Secretary-General to provide the observers
with the necessary secretarial staff;

" (7) Authorises the Secretary-General, under Rule 33 of the
Financial Regulations, to draw if necessary on the working capital
fund, up to a maximum of 75,000 Swiss francs, for the sums neces-
sary to cover the expenditure involved by the execution of the
present resolution, it being understood that France shall defray
this expenditure;

" (8) Stipulates that the adoption of the present resolution
shall not be regarded as in any way prejudging the substance
of the question, which remains entirely open."

The Turkish representative then pointed out that his Govern-
ment had suggested the complete neutralisation of the disputed
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zone to enable a serious enquiry to be made on the spot and that
Turkey would have been prepared to agree to a similar enquiry
on its own territory. Since France had not accepted this sug-
gestion, he had agreed to the despatch of a mission of observers
to the Sanjak, on the understanding that a French delegate and
a Turkish delegate were added to the three neutral members.
France did not feel able to accept that proposal either, and
he had therefore considered that the measures proposed as a
whole were insufficient, and, under these circumstances, he had
not felt able to associate himself with the solution proposed.

The French representative pointed out that a request by a
mandatory Power for the despatch of a League of Nations
mission to mandated territory was an unprecedented step. The
reason why France had not been able to accept the Turkish
Government's proposal that a Turkish and a French delegate be
added to the mission was that the presence of a Turkish delegate
would compel his Government to ask, by way of reciprocity, for
the extension of the field of the observers' activities to both
sides of the frontier, and this solution had been rejected. The
French Government was anxious that the Council should have
at its disposal reliable information supplied by impartial observers,
in whose acumen every confidence could be placed.

The representative of Roumania said that his country, which
was a friend and ally of both France and Turkey, keenly desired
a conciliatory solution and he expressed the hope that the
measures of conservation would be such as to create the necessary
psychological conditions for such a solution.

The representative of the United Kingdom, recalling the warm
friendship which his country entertained for both the Govern-
ments concerned, also expressed the conviction that it would
be possible before long to reach an amicable solution. He accepted
the proposals to cover the temporary situation. In order to avoid
any misunderstanding in the future, he pointed out, however,
that it was a fundamental principle of the mandatory system
that the mandatory Power was alone responsible for the main-
tenance of order in the territories placed under this system. In
the present case, the mandatory Power had itself expressly
requested the despatch of a mission of observers. In these circum-
stances, his Government agreed to that proposal. He pointed
out that the present case related to a difference of opinion in the
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interpretation of a treaty between the mandatory Power and
another State. The procedure adopted could not, therefore, be
considered as forming any precedent as regards internal events
within a mandated territory.

The resolution was then adopted, the representative of
Turkey abstaining.

The President of the Council, who was requested to nominate
the three observers, appointed some days later the following
persons, who accepted: M. Hans Holstad, Norwegian, former
President of the Commission for the Exchange of Greek and
Turkish Populations; M. L. J. Caron, Netherlands, former
Governor of Celebes; M. Charles de Watteville, Swiss, Brigadier-
Colonel. This mission left Geneva on December 27th and arrived
at Antioch on the 31st.

Conversations between the Two Governments.

In accordance with the recommendation contained in the
Council resolution of December 16th, the French and Turkish
Governments carried on conversations in Paris, in the presence
of a representative of the Rapporteur, with a view to arriving at
a settlement. The Turkish Government presented a proposal
for the conversion of the Sanjak into an independent State and
the formation of a confederation consisting of Syria, Lebanon
and the Sanjak with jurisdiction primarily over the following
affairs they had in common: (1) foreign affairs, (2) Customs
Union, (3) monetary union.

The French Government, however, considered that as man-
datory Power it was unable to accept this proposal as a basis
of discussion. It suggested that the respective legal positions
should be provisionally left on one side and that the various
factors of the settlement to be adopted should be studied from
the practical aspect. The Turkish delegation not having accepted
this method, the Paris conversations met with no success, but
the two Governments continued their negotiations through
diplomatic channels.

Action of the Council at its Ninety-sixth Session.

The Franco-Turkish conversations were resumed at Geneva
in the presence of the Rapporteur on January 20th, 1937.
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The discussion concerned chiefly a French document which,
while expressly disputing the correctness of the legal contentions
put forward by Turkey, sought a basis for conciliation and made
a distinction between the final status of the Sanjak and the
transitional regime to be instituted pending the emancipation
of Syria.

According to this scheme, in order to secure the execution
of the Franco-Turkish Agreement of 1921, the final status was
to involve for the Sanjak a kind of survival of the mandate,
including, in particular, a League High Commissioner of French
nationality. The transitional regime was to prepare the way
for the final regime and make the Sanjak appear as a separate
entity while giving satisfaction to the Turkish demands concerning
administrative and cultural questions, the demilitarisation of the
territory and the use of the port of Alexandretta.

During these exchanges of views, the French Government
stated that it was prepared to acquiesce in whatever decision
the Council should think fit to take. The legal cases advanced
by the two Governments were subjected to a preliminary exami-
nation. The legal aspect was, however, reserved in view of the
prospects of a positive solution.

After a week of negotiations, an agreement was reached and,
on January 27th, the Swedish representative, Rapporteur, sub-
mitted a report to the Council. In this document, he enumerated
the fundamental principles on which the agreement had been
reached and which were to govern the future status of the
Alexandretta district. The principles are as follows:

1. The Sanjak shall constitute a separate entity. It shall enjoy
full independence in its internal affairs. The State of Syria shall be
responsible for the conduct of its foreign affairs, subject to the provi-
sions contained in No. 3 below.

The Sanjak and Syria shall have the same Customs and monetary
administration.

2. In the Sanjak, Turkish shall be an official language, and the
Council shall determine, in accordance with the procedure laid down
in paragraph 10, the character and conditions of the use of another
language.

3. No international agreement concluded by the State of Syria,
which is likely to affect in any way whatever the independence and
sovereignty of that State, and no international decision having the
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same effects may be applied to the Sanjak without the express consent
in advance of the Council of the League of Nations.

4. Special officials shall ensure the necessary liaison between
the two executive authorities in matters for which responsibility will
rest with Syria.

As regards such matters, the legislative assemblies of Syria and
the Sanjak shall be entitled to establish interparliamentary liaison
and to determine the details of such liaison.

5. Supervision by the Council of the League of Nations to ensure
respect for the Statute and Fundamental Law of the Sanjak, such
supervision to be exercised in the following conditions;

(a) Presence on the spot of a delegate of French nationality
appointed by the Council of the League of Nations.

(b) Power of the delegate to suspend for a maximum period
of four months any legislative or governmental act contrary
to the provisions of the Statute or of the Fundamental Law. In
such case, the delegate shall be bound immediately to refer the
matter to the Council of the League of Nations, with whom the
final decision shall rest.

(c) The French Government and the Turkish Government
declare their willingness to give effect to the recommendations
which the Council of the League of Nations may make to them
to ensure respect for the decisions taken by the Council.

If, in virtue of the Council's decision, the two Governments
have to take joint action, they will previously consult one another
regarding the details of such action.

The Council's powers and rights as regards demilitarisation
shall be determined subsequently.
6. The Sanjak shall have no army. No compulsory military

service may be introduced and no military works may be constructed
in the Sanjak. Only local police forces not exceeding . . . men
may be organised in the Sanjak, and no armaments other than those
required for the said police force may be introduced or maintained
in the Sanjak. The technical details shall be determined in a subsequent
agreement.

7. A Franco-Turkish Treaty shall be concluded. This treaty shall
contain stipulations determining the manner in which Turkey and
France shall guarantee the territorial integrity of the Sanjak. This
guarantee shall operate after consultation between the two parties.

An agreement shall be concluded between France, Turkey and
Syria for the purpose of guaranteeing the inviolability of the Turco-
Syrian frontier and of prohibiting in Turkish and Syrian territory
any organisations or activities directed against the regime in force in
the other country and that country's security.

8. The Statute of the Sanjak shall contain a clause specifying the
rights and facilities to be enjoyed by Turkey in the port of Alexandretta,
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in order to enable her to make use to the fullest possible extent of that
port for her transit trade.

9. The Statute and the Fundamental Law shall enter into force
:as soon as the Council has so decided.

10. The Council's decisions and recommendations shall be taken
by a two-thirds majority without reckoning the votes of the parties
concerned.

The Rapporteur added that in his opinion, which was shared

by the representatives of France and Turkey, these principles

provided the basis for an equitable settlement and one in

-conformity with the Covenant.
Certain points, however, required further elucidation, addi-

tional provisions or, in certain cases, technical study.

As regards the Statute, it was necessary to give a definition

of the Sanjak and its boundaries, to insert the fundamental

principles in the Statute, making clear the rights of the Council

and its delegate, to ensure the protection of minorities, to provide

for economic clauses relating in particular to the port of Alexan-

dretta and postal agreements, and, lastly, to fix the date of entry

into force and certain transitional provisions.
With regard to the Fundamental Law, it was necessary to

determine the legislative, executive and judicial organs competent

within the Sanjak, to establish the electoral system, to define

the character and conditions of the use in the Sanjak of another

language than Turkish, to lay down procedure for the amend-

ment of the Fundamental Law and measures for putting that

law and the transitional provisions into force.

The Rapporteur proposed that the Council should appoint

a committee of specialists to study these various questions,

and in particular to draft the Statute and Fundamental Law

of the Sanjak. This Committee, on which the Rapporteur would

be entitled to be represented, would consist of not more than six

persons, selected for their special qualifications by the President

of the Council in agreement with the Rapporteur. It would have

power to consult the appropriate branches of the Secretariat

and, if necessary, the Permanent Mandates Commission.

At the same time, the Rapporteur proposed that the Council

should confer upon the observers a new mission for a period

ending not later than March 15th, 1937. Their duty would be

to furnish the Rapporteur with any information that might be
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of assistance in the performance of the tasks that still remained,
and it should be possible to convene them in Geneva so that
the Committee of Experts could have the advantage of their
direct collaboration. The geographical range of their activities
would be extended so far as might be necessary in order to study
the question of the three communes detached from the Sanjak
by the Order of September 12th, 1921.

Lastly, the Rapporteur proposed that the Council should
request the French and Turkish Governments to put into writing
the agreements they had reached ; those agreements would
then be communicated to the Council before it came to its final
decision. The Statute and Fundamental Law would be put into
effect as speedily as possible. Until the termination of the man-
date, it would rest with France to bring the new regime into
operation as far as was compatible with the exercise of her
mandate.

The Turkish representative, after stating that he accepted
the Rapporteur's proposals, stressed the importance and scope
of the agreement that had been reached, and paid a tribute
to the efforts of the Rapporteur and of the common friends of
France and Turkey. He pointed out that the result obtained
would only be of value if it were loyally applied by the two par-
ties. It would strengthen Franco-Turkish friendship and create
an atmosphere of confidence between Turkey and Syria.

The French representative in turn paid a tribute to the
Rapporteur and to the representatives of the countries which
had helped to bring about this agreement. He pointed out that
the agreement reached had the effect of sealing Franco-Turkish
friendship and of stabilising the position in the eastern Mediter-
ranean, since the political status quo was confirmed. Moreover,
the agreement would restore calm and confidence in the new
Syrian State, which was a valuable guarantee for its future.
Lastly, the French representative stressed that it was under
the aegis of the League of Nations that a difficulty had been
settled, which the old diplomatic procedures had shown them-
selves incapable of solving; the League had once again proved
that it offered the most favourable atmosphere and the most
effective methods for the settlement of international disputes.

The representatives of Roumania, the United Kingdom,
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the President of

5
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the Council, representative of China, in turn congratulated

the two parties and the Rapporteur, and drew attention to the

effectiveness of the methods of the League of Nations and the

success which the settlement of this dispute constituted for

the League.
Lastly, the Rapporteur paid a tribute to the spirit of concilia-

tion and co-operation shown by the two parties and thanked

all those who had contributed to the result obtained.
The Council adopted the Rapporteur's report.l

Work of the Committee of Experts appointed to draft the Statute
and the Fundamental Law of the Sanjak.

In accordance with the authorisation conferred upon him

by the Council, the President of the Council appointed the Com-

mittee of Experts as follows: M. Maurice Bourquin (Belgian),

M. Robert de Caix (French), Sir James Dunnett (British), Dr.

Kollewyn (Netherlands), M. Numan Menemencioglu (Turkish).

M. Westman (Swedish) represented the Rapporteur to the Council.

The Committee elected M. Bourquin Chairman. It sat at Geneva

from February 25th to March 17th and from April 22nd to May

15th, 1937. Within the limits and in the light of the principles

laid down in the Council's resolution of January 27th, it proceeded

to examine a number of documents laid before it by its members.

In accordance with the procedure laid down, the Committee

obtained information from the mission of observers.

In its report, dated May 15th, 1937,2 the Committee gives

an account of the method it adopted for its work. It submits

to the Council a draft Statute and a draft Fundamental Law

of the Sanjak, together with certain comments and a number
of recommendations.

The draft Statute relates to the following subjects: general

provisions, delimitation of the Sanjak, supervision by the Council

of the League of Nations, decisions and recommendations of

1 At the same time, the Council authorised the Secretary-General to charge
the expenses of the Committee of Experts to the item of the budget for 1937
relating to unforeseen political expenditure, up to a maximum of 25,000 Swiss
francs. It also decided that the expenditure involved by the new mission of
observers to the Sanjak would be shared as from February 1st by the French
and Turkish Governments.

2 Document C.233.1937.
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the Council, co-operation between France and Turkey, citizen-
ship, liaison between the Government of Syria and the Govern-
ment of the Sanjak, foreign affairs, demilitarisation of the Sanjak,
minorities, Customs and monetary administrations, Port of
Alexandretta, posts and telecommunications, entry into force.

The draft Fundamental Law contains general provisions
and provisions relating to legislative, executive and judiciary
powers and the fundamental rights of citizens.

On some points, divergent opinions were expressed in the
Committee of Experts. This was the case as regards the question
of the delimitation of the Sanjak and that of languages.

The Council resolution of January 27th requested the Com-
mittee to study the delimitation of the Sanjak, including the
question of the three Nahies of Bassit, Bahir and El Akrad
which had been separated from the Sanjak by the Order of
September 12th, 1921. The Committee gave a brief description
of the present boundaries of the Sanjak in an annex to its report.
As regards the three Nahies, the Committee did not succeed
in reaching a unanimous decision. The Turkish expert, taking
into consideration the ethnical composition of the population
and the motives by which the mandatory Power was actuated
when, at one time, it attached them to the Sanjak, suggested
that the Nahie of Bahir should be incorporated in the Sanjak,
that the Nahie of El Akrad should not be included and that
the future of the Nahie of Bassit should be decided later on the
basis of a new census. The other members of the Committee
saw no adequate justification for the abnormal and defective
boundary line that would result from the incorporation of the
whole or part of the three Nahies in the territory of the Sanjak.

With regard to the question of languages, the Council had
decided on January 27th that Turkish should be an official
language and had reserved the right to determine later the
character and conditions of the use of another language.

The Turkish expert held that the text of the Council's reso-
lution, which was in itself a compromise, contained two elements :
a specific element - that expressed by the sentence " In the
Sanjak, Turkish shall be an official language" - and an element
as yet indeterminate, in regard to which the Council entrusted
certain duties to this Committee. The latter's work should
therefore, in the Turkish expert's view, be confined to determining
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another language, its character and the conditions for its use.
The Turkish expert held that the effect of the Council's text
was that, since Turkish was an official language in the Sanjak,
the character of universality was definitely and formally recognised
by the Council as attaching to it. The Turkish expert agreed
that the second language should be Arabic. He agreed that
Arabic should have an official character in the Sanjak. He also
agreed that the conditions for its use should be so determined
as to give full satisfaction to the Arab element in the Sanjak
in all those districts where the Arabs were in the majority. The
other members of the Committee considered that " the conditions
for the use of the Turkish and Arabic languages in the Sanjak
should be identical ". Accordingly, they recommended that
the following principles should apply in this connection:

"(a) Turkish shall be an official language;
"(b) Arabic shall be an official language;
"(c) In the public schools, elementary teaching shall be

given in the official language preponderant in the village or quarter
in which the particular school is situated; the teaching of the
other official language shall be either optional or compulsory,
provided that in this respect the two languages receive completely
identical treatment.

" (d) Both languages may equally be employed in all the
courts of justice of the Sanjak, including the Supreme Court, and
members of minorities may express themselves in their mother
tongue.

" (e) Both official languages may be employed in theAssembly,
the records of the Assembly shall be drawn up, and all laws shall
be published, in both languages.

" (f) Administrative regulations and instructions shall be
published in both languages.

" (g) The public may employ either language at their own
choice in their relations with the administration, and shall receive
replies in the same language."

Action by the Council at its Ninety-seventh Session.

On May 25th, 1937, the Swedish representative, Rapporteur,
gave a brief account to the Council of the position according
to the report by the Committee of Experts. He drew the attention
of his colleagues to certain points which required their special
attention, such as the question of languages and that of
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delimitation; he also mentioned a number of other questions
which called for study and for decisions by the Council.

In the report which he submitted to the Council some days
later (May 29th), the Rapporteur first paid a tribute to the Com-
mittee of Experts and the observers. On the basis of the consul-
tations which he had had with the Members of the Council, he
proposed that the Council should approve the draft Statute
and Fundamental Law submitted by the Committee, together
with the recommendations and suggestions contained in the
Committee's report, and should fix November 29th, 1937, as
the date on which these two instruments should come into force.
He observed that it would rest with France, until the termination
of the mandate, to bring the new regime into operation as far
as was compatible with the exercise of her mandate, and he
pointed out that the appointment of the League of Nations'
delegate would only take place on the expiry of the mandate.

With regard to the question of the delimitation of the Sanjak,
the Rapporteur said he could not go counter to the opinion of
the majority of the Committee, and he proposed that a clause
confirming the present boundaries of the Sanjak should be
inserted in the Statute. Taking account of the anxieties which
appeared to underlie the different opinions expressed in the
Committee with regard to the three Nahies, the Rapporteur
proposed that the Council should place on record its opinion
that particular attention must be devoted to the problem of the
guarantees Syria should be requested to give on the termination
of the mandate, more especially in connection with the rights
of minorities.

Following the suggestions of the Committee of Experts, the
Rapporteur proposed that, in addition to Turkish, which the
Council had already decided should be an official language,
Arabic should also be an official language in the Sanjak, and
that the conditions of use of official languages should be those
proposed by the Committee.

Under Article 15 of the Fundamental Law, it rested with
the Council to decide the number and the method of appointment
of the members of the body responsible for organising and super-
vising the whole of the proceedings involved in the first elections
held in the Sanjak. The Rapporteur accordingly suggested
that the President of the Council should be requested to begin
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by appointing a Commission of five members, which would

carry out the necessary preparatory enquiries and other work.

This Commission would submit to the President of the Council

all proposals for the appointment of the necessary officials and

staff to arrange for and supervise the whole of the proceedings

in question. The first elections should be held not later than

April 15th, 1938. The expenses entailed by the work of the

Commission and, in general, of all agents and auxiliaries who

might be employed should be merely advanced by the League

of Nations. On the other hand, the League of Nations delegate

in the Sanjak should be paid by the League, the Sanjak defraying

only his office expenses.
In addition, the Rapporteur alluded to an important question

raised in the report by the Committee of Experts connected

with the organisation of the police and gendarmerie forces in

the Sanjak. He proposed that the Council should reserve the

right to formulate recommendations on this subject on the expiry

of the mandate.
The Committee of Experts in its report had mentioned the

question of capitulations, and found that this matter lay outside

its terms of reference. The Rapporteur pointed out, that under

the terms of Article 5 of the mandate for Syria and Lebanon,

the capitulations were to be re-established on the expiry of the

mandatory regime, unless other arrangements had been made

between the Powers affected. He proposed that the Council

should postpone consideration of this question, as far as the

Sanjak was concerned, until it was called upon to settle the

matter when examining the conditions for the emancipation

of the territories of the Levant placed under French mandate.

The French representative expressed his gratitude to all who

had contributed to the solution of the problem, in particular

to the Rapporteur, the Committee of Experts and the observers.

He laid stress on the further success which had just been achieved

by the League of Nations and on the efficacy of the methods

it had just applied in difficult situations, in which a guarantee

had, however, been found for an impartial settlement which

could be accepted without question by the various parties.

France had accepted a political compromise in which she saw

a guarantee that the future relations of Turkey and France

would develop satisfactorily. He expressed the hope that the
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texts drawn up would enable the various elements of the popu-

lation of the Sanjak to pursue, within the framework of new

institutions, the harmonious development which the mandatory

Power had done its utmost to promote for seventeen years.

The supplementary Conventions between France and Turkey

had made it possible to ensure complete uniformity of views

between the two countries concerning the accession of Syria

and Lebanon to the full exercise of their independence. These

Conventions affirmed and strengthened good-neighbourly relations

between Turkey and Syria under France's guarantee.

The Turkish representative associated himself with these

remarks and pointed out that the settlement which had been

reached strengthened the ties of friendship between his country

and France and that the two countries were united in defending

the status quo and peace in the Eastern Mediterranean.

The representatives of the United Kingdom and the Union

of Soviet Socialist Republics, together with the Rapporteur and

the President of the Council, in turn congratulated the two

parties and expressed their satisfaction at the solution which

had been found for the problem and the success which it consti-

tuted for the League of Nations.
After the Council had adopted the Rapporteur's proposals,

the representatives of France and Turkey stated that they

accepted the settlement laid down therein as constituting the

final solution of the question, and undertook the special obligations

which devolved upon each of the two countries from the texts

established.l

1 On the same day, France and Turkey signed the Treaties provided for in

No. 7 of the fundamental principles laid down in the Council's resolution of

January 27th, 1937.
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4.

REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF ARMAMENTS.

I. CONFERENCE FOR THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION

OF ARMAMENTS.

On September 27th, 1936, the French delegation conveyed
to the Council its desire that the work of the Conference for
the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments should be resumed.,
At the beginning of the 1936 Assembly, the delegations of Den-
mark, Finland, Norway, the Netherlands and Sweden requested
that the Third Committee (Reduction and Limitation of Arma-
ments), which had not met for several years, should be convened.2

On the conclusion of the debates in this Committee, the
Assembly, on October 10th, 1936, expressed the conviction
that it was necessary to pursue and accelerate the efforts made
to bring about the reduction and limitation of armaments provided
for in Article 8 of the Covenant.3

On the same day, the Council, taking note of the resolution
of the Assembly, authorised its President to settle, as soon as
circumstances should permit and in any case before the end
of the year, the date of the meeting of the Bureau of the Confe-
rence for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, and to
instruct the Secretary-General to proceed with its convocation.,

After various consultations, the meeting of the Bureau was
finally fixed for May 31st, 1937.4

See Official Journal, November 1936, page 1198, or document Conf.D.174.
2 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 155, pages 66 and 91.
3 Ibid., pages 115 and 135.
4 Before the meeting of the Bureau, the Secretary-General had communicated

to its members a survey containing a summary of the work of the Committees
of the Conference (1934-35) and a review of the Council and Assembly decisions
(1936-37). See document Conf.D.176.
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The Bureau then held two meetings under the chairmanship
of M. Politis, Vice-President of the General Commission.

At the beginning of the first meeting, M. Politis, supported
by M. Paul-Boncour (France), M. Osusky (Czechoslovakia),
Mr. Wilson (United States of America) and M. Motta (Switzerland),
paid a tribute to the memory of Mr. Arthur Henderson, President
of the Conference, who died in October 1935. In his capacity
as representative of the United Kingdom, Lord Cranborne
expressed his grateful appreciation of that tribute.

M. Politis then read a letter from Dr. Eduard Benes, who,
elected President of the Czechoslovak Republic in December
1935, had relinquished his duties as General Rapporteur of the
Conference. At M. Politis' suggestion, the Bureau decided that
a message should be sent to Dr. Benes expressing its gratitude
for his devoted services to the Conference.

M. Osusky (Czechoslovakia) said that the President of the
Czechoslovak Republic was more than ever convinced of the
need for the work in the cause of disarmament, and was surer
than ever of its ultimate success. The nations would soon be
glad to find in the Conference a means ready to their hand
which would enable them to escape from the path upon which
they had entered.

After observing that it was the duty of the Conference,
and not of the Bureau, to proceed to the election of a new President
and a new General Rapporteur and that none of the texts drawn
up by the Committees of the Conference since the last meeting
of the Bureau (November 1934) 1 had yet been discussed by the
Bureau, M. Politis opened the discussion on the future work
of the Conference.

The French representative, M. Paul-Boncour, reminded the
Bureau that the French delegation, in taking the initiative of
asking the Council to convene the Bureau, had not cherished
any illusions. It was not in spite of, but because of, the existence
of the armaments race that the meeting of the Bureau had to
be held.

Although the work of the Disarmament Conference had not
resulted in the conclusion of the Convention that was its essential

1 The texts dealt with : (1) The regulation of the trade in and manufacture
of arms; (2) Publicity of national defence expenditure; (3) The Permanent Dis-
armament Commission.
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aim, the Assembly had nevertheless noted, in October 1936,

that it had enabled draft agreements to be worked out on a

number of individual points. Some of those agreements had

been unanimously accepted; while, in the case of others, the

differences that had been revealed could doubtless be readily

•smoothed away.
He then mentioned the following questions in the order of

the practical possibility of achievement: budgetary publicity,

the establishment of a Permanent Disarmament Commission,

the regulation and supervision of the manufacture of arms and

even, to some extent, the limitation of air armaments combined

with the internationalisation of civil aviation.
As regards budgetary publicity and the establishment of

a Permanent Disarmament Commission, there were some texts

on which all the delegations at the Disarmament Conference

had reached agreement ; the report on which the draft Publicity

Convention was based had been accepted by all the members

of the Conference, including those who had subsequently left

it. If that draft Convention were adopted, it would at once

justify the existence of a Permanent Commission. The very

existence of that Commission would be evidence that the question

of armaments had passed to the international plane. A

Convention on the publicity of expenditure on armaments and

the establishment of a Permanent Commission for verification

and co-ordination would be the very appropriate beginning of an

achievement which would prove that the previous work had

not been useless. By that very fact, an institution would have

been set up ready to seize the first opportunity that might arise

of taking practical action, when psychological, economic and

political conditions were such as to make a more far-reaching

achievement possible.
M. Westman, the Swedish representative, considered that

the Assembly, in constituting the Third Committee during its

1936 session at the request of the Danish, Finnish, Netherlands,

Norwegian and Swedish delegations, supported by the Belgian

delegation, had made clear its desire that the work of disarmament

:should not be given up but should be continued.

He pointed out that a certain number of States, of which

Sweden was one, were ready in principle to accede to a Convention

on the publicity of national defence expenditure. It would
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perhaps be advisable to simplify the very detailed provisions
laid down by the Technical Committee in its draft. Further-
more, the entry into force of an international Convention on
the publicity of expenditure would necessarily involve the
establishment of a permanent body for co-ordination and super-
vision. That body, although its duties would be limited, would
nevertheless still have an important task to carry out.

At the moment, however, M. Westman thought that the
prospects as regards the international supervision of the manu-
facture of and trade in arms seemed less hopeful than those
regarding publicity of expenditure. Nevertheless, there was
surely some prospect of positive achievement, even in the present
circumstances, such as would prepare the way for the future.
The idea had been mooted that it would be useful to conclude
and apply what might be termed a " trial Convention ", even
if only a few States held similar views on the subject. Such
an experiment would seem likely to facilitate the subsequent
adoption of a worldwide Convention. In recent years, a number
of countries had introduced national supervision of the manu-
facture of and trade in arms; other countries were engaged in
studying the problem. Under these circumstances, could not
the Bureau draw attention to what had thus been done and
encourage Governments to take an initiative in that sense ?
In any case, it would be useful if the organs of the Disarmament
Conference could have full and exact information on the present
situation as regards the municipal law of different countries.

Mr. Wilson, the United States representative, considered
that nations were more clearly than ever realising the necessity
for reaching the goal that the Conference had set itself - the
limitation and reduction of armaments; however, they were
realists enough to acknowledge that they were in a vicious
circle which must be broken at some point if they were profitably
to resume active negotiations. The absence of at least two
great Powers from the Conference would render much of its
work illusory ; and an apparent determination throughout most
of the world to carry through given armament programmes
offered little promise for an early reversal of policy.

The United States Government felt that one of the principal
causes of the lack of success of the Conference was the fact that,
during the very period when the nations were seeking agreement
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to reduce military armaments, they were not at the same time
adjusting their political differences. Might they not have erred
in attempting to attack the effect while disregarding the causes ?

The shackles at present binding international trade created
a sense of insecurity to which the only answer at the present
time was military preparation. The delegations should urge on
their Governments renewed efforts to alleviate that basic cause
of present-day excessive armaments. The world must be changed
from a war to a peace economy.

The day would come when delegations could and must make
another move forward. Already there were some signs that
a more favourable atmosphere existed. Meanwhile, the orga-
nisation of the Conference must be kept intact, even if for
a time it remained inactive. When circumstances were favou-
rable, it would be possible to hold another meeting without the
delays involved in the organisation of a new conference.
Neither the work done nor the experience gained should be
cast aside. The Conference should stand ready to renew nego-
tiations the instant appeasement in the field of economic arma-
ments justified a new study of the problem before the Bureau.

The representative of the United Kingdom, Lord Cranborne,
said that the ultimate object of the policy of His Majesty's
Government was the general limitation and, if possible, reduction
of armaments by international agreement. But it was one thing
to pursue an ultimate end and another to achieve it.

In one sphere at least, he thought they might fairly claim that
there had been a measure of success - that of naval limitations.
In the memorandum communicated by the United Kingdom
to the members of the Bureau l it was pointed out that His
Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom was sparing
no effort to secure the acceptance by other Powers of the provi-

sions of the London Naval Treaty of 1936. Although it was
true that little had been achieved in the sphere of quantitative
limitations, there had been a considerable measure of success
in the field of qualitative restriction. In addition, agreement
had been reached on a system of advance notification and ex-

change of information, the object of which was to eliminate one
of the most fruitful sources of suspicion between naval Powers.

1 Document Conf.D./Bureau 74.
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The provisions of the London Naval Treaty, 1936, would later
constitute a stepping-stone to a further measure of limitations.
The Government of the United Kingdom hoped that it could
rely on the Powers represented on the Bureau to support
it in its endeavours.

Referring to the signature of the Submarine Proces-Verbal
in London on November 6th, 1936, providing for the humanisa-
tion of submarine action against merchant vessels in time of
war, he expressed the hope that that instrument would eventually
receive worldwide acceptance.

In the course of the last three years, the political situation
had so far deteriorated as to banish at the present stage any
hope of a general disarmament agreement. Many countries had,
indeed, made very large increases in their armaments. His
Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom had been com-
pelled to make good without delay the deficiencies which it
had accepted in its means of defence in the hope that general
agreement on arms limitation would be reached. It had now
embarked on a considerable programme of rearmament. That
programme was not directed against any country or any group
of countries. Good progress was at the present time being
made with it, and it would be carried through to the end, in the
conviction that a strong Britain made for peace.

Lord Cranborne agreed with the view of the representative
of the United States of America that there was a very great
deal to be said in favour of not pressing forward with the nego-
tiations in unfavourable conditions, and thus courting the risk
of another failure and further discouragement of public opinion
throughout the world.

There were other delegations, however, which thought it possi-
ble to make at least some positive contribution to the solution
of the problems which faced the Bureau. It might well be that
the proper course was to advance by stages. If that view were
correct, the first stage was to obtain agreement on the question
of budgetary publicity. That might well be regarded as a touch-
stone. His Majesty's Government would be ready, for its part,
to accept the general lines of the existing draft Convention, if
the principal Powers of the world would also accept it. Partial
application of such a system by a limited number of Powers
would not advance the cause of disarmament.
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He consequently proposed that the Bureau should ask all
members, both past and present, of the Disarmament Conference
whether they were prepared to accept the principle of publicity for

national defence expenditure, and to put into force a Convention
on the lines of that drafted by the Technical Committee. If

the reply to the question were favourable, immediate progress

would, of course, be possible. But if, on the other hand, it were

found that unanimous agreement could not immediately be

obtained on that preliminary step, it might well serve a useful

purpose if the Bureau were to examine the present draft Conven-
tion and make any modifications that might be necessary to fit

it for independent enforcement when conditions permitted.

He considered that the proposal of the Swedish delegate
that an appeal should be made by the Bureau to all Powers in

favour of the national control of arms manufacture and trade

belonged to a later stage of the programme rather than to the

present one. To try to go beyond budgetary publicity as the

first stage would compromise the efforts of the Bureau.
M. Litvinoff, the representative of the Union of Soviet Socia-

list Republics, reminded the Bureau that his Government was

in favour of a scheme of complete disarmament, although it

had declared itself ready to accept any less radical proposals

tending in the same direction. It was in that spirit that it had

supported the initiative of the United Kingdom Government
for the conclusion of the Naval Agreement now ready for signa-
ture.

Recent events had shown that the problems of to-day called

not so much for the limitation of armaments as for the limitation

of the uses to which existing armaments were put (the bombard-
ment of open towns, the bombardment by naval forces of the
open ports of other countries and the despatch of military units

over the frontiers of other countries). However, the Soviet dele-

gation had no objection to the discussion of the problems of

to-morrow, and saw no difficulty in accepting the proposals
put forward by M. Paul-Boncour.

M. Motta, representative of Switzerland and honorary Presi-
dent of the Conference, declared that the Swiss Confederation
took a sympathetic view of the suggestions submitted by

M. Westman. At the present time, however, for reasons that

would be readily understood owing to the absence of several
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great Powers, he fully shared the ideas expressed by Mr. Wilson
and Lord Cranborne.

M. Lange, Norwegian representative and President of the
Air Committee, considered, in agreement with Mr. Wilson
and Lord Cranborne, that it was essential to maintain the orga-
nisation of the Conference, which could only be done by using
it. This point had been emphasised by the Norwegian delegation
at the meetings of the Third Committee of the Assembly.

He congratulated the Government of the United Kingdom
on the success of its efforts in regard to the reduction of naval
armaments. He supported Lord Cranborne's suggestion with
regard to a consultation on the problem of publicity of expendi-
ture; a further meeting of the Bureau might be convened,
possibly during the Assembly in September, in order to consider
the replies received.

If general agreement could not be reached, certain States
might conclude an agreement between themselves on exchange
of information, publicity of expenditure and the supervision of this
publicity. It was true that regionalism might present dangers
when it was a matter of arming, but when it was a matter of
controlling armaments, there could be no objection to the con-
clusion of regional agreements. M. Lange was in complete
agreement with M. Westman on this point. He also supported
M. Westman's suggestion that information should be collected
regarding the steps taken for the national control of the manu-
facture of and trade in arms. Certain States might benefit
from the experience of others in this respect.

The Disarmament Conference had done important technical
work ; most of the problems of disarmament had been thoroughly
studied. Unfortunately, there were gaps, of which the most
serious was probably the question of air armaments. He held
that it was necessary to resume as soon as possible, on the basis
suggested by M. Paul-Boncour, consideration of the urgent
problems of the prohibition of the manufacture of air armaments
and of training in their use, such prohibitions being supple-
mented by the control, if not the internationalisation, of civil
aviation.

In conclusion, he associated himself with the statement
made by Mr. Wilson. Efforts must be made to reach a general
solution based on agreement on the great economic and political
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questions; the cognate problems of disarmament must be taken

up again as a factor in that solution.
M. Moresco, representative of the Netherlands, as President

of the Naval Commission, associated himself with the congra-
tulations which had been addressed to the United Kingdom

Government for the perseverance of its efforts to obtain con-

crete results, modest though they be, in the field of naval disar-

mament. If the Netherlands were not yet among the countries

which were about to sign similar arrangements to those negotiated

by the United Kingdom with Germany and the Soviet Union,

it was because the Netherlands interests in the Far East called
for a certain caution.

As regarded the resumption of the work of the Conference,
M. Moresco thought that the best thing for the Bureau to do would

be to refer the matter to the Council and the Assembly. So

long as the general atmosphere was not more favourable, discus-

sions on actual texts did not seem to him to have any great
practical value.

After the various delegations had thus explained their

conception of the future work of the Conference, the Bureau

adopted the following resolution: 

-" The Bureau of the Conference for the Reduction and Limi-
tation of Armaments, convened by the Council of the League
of Nations on the proposal of the French delegation and in accor-
dance with the recommendation made by the Assembly on October
10th, 1936.

" Having informed itself of the work accomplished by the
Committees of the Conference since the Bureau's last meeting
on November 20th, 1934;

" Having heard the statements and proposals made by certain
of its members and recorded in to-day's Minutes;

" Noting that the general political and economic situation
is not at present such as to ensure the success of a resumption
of the work on all the questions forming part of the Conference's
programme;

" But considering, none the less, that, among the drafts framed
by the Conference, that concerning publicity for national defence
expenditure and the working of an organ of supervision and co-
ordination would, under certain conditions, be a suitable subject
for an agreement which would represent a first step;

1 Document Conf.D./Bureau 76(1).


