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AGENDA

I. Request for Admission to the League by Hungary.
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(g) Eastern Galicia.
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FIRST MEETING

Held on September 7tb, 1922, at 3.45 p.m~

Jonkheer LOUDON in the Chair.

I. APPOINTMENT OF THE VICE-CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE

M. da GAMA, proposed by the Chilian Delegate and seconded by the Delegate of the British
Empire, was elected by the Committee as its Vice-Chairman.

2. ADMISSION OF HUNGARY TO THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

APPOINTMENT OF A SUB-COMMITTEE'

The CHAIRMAN stated that the only business before the Committee at the moment was the
question of the admission of Hungary to the League of Nations. He was of opinion that the best
method of procedure would be, Arst of all, to hold a general discussion and then to appoint a Sub-
Committee, before which Count Banffy would be given an opportunity of stating his views.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) expressed his agreement with the Chairman; it was, he said, a
precedent which had worked well the previous year.

The CHAIRMAN reminded theT Committee of the conditions governing the admission of
countries desiring to become Members of the League of Nations.

The Sub-Committee would have to consider whether these conditions had been complied
with.

The Marquis IMPERIALI (Italy) was of opinion that it was necessary to set up immediately
the Sub-Committee, which was to submit a report before any general discussion was opened in
full Committee.

M. 'BENES (Czechoslovakia) supported this proposal, which met with the approval of the
meeting.

The Committee then proceeded to appoint the Sub-Committee, which, on the Chairman's
proposal, was composed as follows:

M. HANOTAUX (France).
The Marquis IMPERIALI (Italy).
Mr. FISHER (British Empire).
M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).
M. MOTTA (Switzerland).
M. FORTOUL (Venezuela).

On the proposal of Mr. FISHER, M. LOUDON was appointed Chairman of the Sub-Committee.

The CHAIRMAN -proposed that the Sub-Committee should sit immediately after the meeting.
(Agreed.)

The meeting rose at 4p.m.



SECOND MEETING

Held on September iith, 1922, at ii a.m.

Jonkheer LOUDON in the Chair.

3. PUBLICITY OF THE DISCUSSIONS

On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, the Committee decided that its discussions should be open
to the public unless it otherwise decided.

4. HUNGARY'S REQUEST FOR ADMISSION : ADJOURNMENT OF THE DISCUSSION

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Sub-Committee which had been entrusted with the duty of
examining the question of the admission of Hungary had had to elucidate a certain point in
connection with which it was awaiting a reply. For the present it had had to adjourn its dis-
cussion.

5. APPOINTMENT OF A SUB-COMMITTEE FOR THE PURPOSE OF STUDYING

PROPOSALS RELATING TO MANDATES AND SLAVERY

The CHAIRMAN proposed that one Sub-Committee should be entrusted with the examination
of the three problems which had been referred by the Assembly to the Sixth Committee, namely:

I. Mandates (Dr. Nansen's proposal).
2. Slavery in Africa (Sir Arthur Steel-Maitland's proposal).
3. The Bondelzwart Insurrection (M. Dantes Bellegarde's proposal).

The Committee decided that this Sub-Committee should be composed as follows:

M. Dantes BELLEGARDE (Haiti). M. Paul HYMANS (Belgium).
Sir Francis BELL (New Zealand). Marquis IMPERIALI (Italy).
Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa). Viscount ISHII (Japan).
M. G. HANOTAUX (France). Dr. NANSEN (Norway).
Sir Cecil HURST (British Empire). M. RICH (Australia).

It was understood that the Sub-Committee had the right to consult Sir Arthur STEEL-

MAITLAND.
On the suggestion of Mr. FISHER (British Empire), it was decided that the members of the

Sub-Committee could, if necessary, appoint substitutes.

6. ELECTION OF SUB-COMMITTEES

M. ZOKA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) dwelt on the importance which questions such as the mino-
rities and mandates questions possessed for Asiatic and African peoples. As representative
of a neutral country in Central Asia, he voiced the complaints of those minorities which were
discontented with their situation and which blamed the League of Nations. He reserved the
right to revert to this subject later, and would for the time being merely raise a point of order,
proposing that all members of the Sub-Committees, rapporteurs, etc. should in future be appointed
by secret ballot. His proposal was in no way directed against those members who had just been
nominated, and who were eminently fitted for the task; it had a wider scope and reflected certain
impressions which he had received from time to time from those with whom he came in contact.

The CHAIRMAN put this proposal to the vote, and it was carried by 19 votes to 6.
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7. MINORITIES

(Annexes I, 2 and 3)

The CHAIRMAN, with the consent of the Committee, asked Professor Gilbert Murray and
Dr. Walters to take part in the discussions of the Committee.

Dr. WALTERS (Latvia) stated that the Latvian delegation had wished, by means of its pro-
posal for a resolution, to obtain in the Sixth Committee, a very careful study of the question of
minorities, not in one of its secondary aspects, but from a general point of view and in all its
complexity. In important quarters the conclusion had been arrived at that the absence of pro-
visions concerning the rights of minorities constituted one of the defects of the Covenant, and
various schemes aiming at a general regulation of these rights had been drawn up by the repre-
sentatives of minorities and at certain congresses. The Committee should first of all turn its
attention to discovering what were, at present, the positive rights of minorities, and, these having
been established, it should then state them in general terms, having particular regard to principles
governing the protection of minorities which might be politically and practically realisable in all
countries Members of the League. It might then perhaps be desirable to propose to the Assembly
that it should appoint a committee of enquiry, which would be assisted by the most eminent
jurists in this field.

After pointing out the legal attitude which the Latvian delegation adopted, he explained
the respects in which his proposal went further than that of Professor Murray. It gave expres-
sion to a desire that the discussions of the Committee should serve as a basis for the creation of
rights for minorities which should be fundamentally the same for all countries. The committee
of enquiry, should the Assembly decide to appoint one, should, moreover, be entrusted with the
duty of collecting, by means of a questionnaire, for instance, all the facts concerning all the Mem-
bers of the League, in order that it might be able later on to submit a general draft agreement
concerning the protection of minorities or an amendment to the Covenant covering the question.
He concluded with the following statement:

"In view of the fact that Latvia is not bound as regards the question of minorities by any
treaty with the Allied and Associated Powers or by any other authority whatever, and that the
statement made by its chief delegate to the 192I Assembly of the League of Nations, accepting
the recommendation of the I920 Assembly, could not be held as being equivalent to any such
treaty;

"And in view of the fact that the Covenant of the League of Nations has left the question
of the regulation of the rights of minorities to be dealt with by the internal legislation of the va-
rious States Members, the Council, which is bound by the Covenant, cannot of its own accord settle
this question without the consent of the interested State or without an amendment to the Cove-
nant of the League, agreed to by the Assembly;

"And as, moreover, negotiations are in progress between the Latvian representative and the
Council with a view to reaching some solution which shall not interfere with the sovereign juris-
diction of the State Member:

"The Latvian Delegation hereby affirms that it will, with the greatest interest, take part in
the work of the Sixth Committee, whose most important duty, in conformity with the proposal
for a resolution submitted by its representative, is, in its opinion, to study and to submit to the
Assembly, principles for the general protection of minorities in all countries, in accordance with
some common procedure which will thus permit agreements between the States Members to be
reciprocal. Such reciprocity would be lacking in unilateral declarations made to the Council
of the League by isolated States, and without such reciprocity a second class of States would
eventually be created, in contradiction to the spirit of the Covenant.

"In view of the foregoing considerations, and, further, in view of the fact that the negotiations
with the Council are not completed and that the Committee can only discuss the work of the
Council and cannot, of course, enter upon the legislative domain reserved in the present case for
the sovereignty of the Latvian State, the Latvian Delegation declares that, as regards minorities
in Latvia, it refuses to regard-itself as bound by any decision or opinion which the Committee may
express in the matter so long as such opinions or decisions are not founded upon the Covenant
of the League of Nations.

"Subject to this single reservation, the Latvian Delegation, which urgently desires a just and
universally applicable solution of the minorities question, will assist with all its resources and all
its goodwill in the task of the Committee."

Professor Gilbert MURRAY (South Africa) thanked the Committee for having permitted him
to take part in its deliberations. He entirely agreed with the Latvian Delegate that an exhaus-
tive discussion of the minorities question was desirable, but was surprised that Latvia, in spite
of her formal declarations to the Council, regarded herself as free from any engagement until a
conference had been held or the Covenant amended.

He explained that the object of his proposal was not, strictly speaking, the protection of
minorities but the establishment of good relations between minorities and their governments.
He gave an account of the question as dealt with both by the Council and in various conferences
and informed the Committee that the proposals which he was about to submit to it were the
result of protracted research and of conversations with representatives of minorities and their
Governments. His proposals were therefore not without some definite basis. He asked to be
allowed to read and comment upon them point by point. (See Annex 3).
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Proposal No. 1.

This proposal dealt with procedure. The procedure followed by the Council was in accor-
dance with the treaties, and effective in cases of serious infringement. In cases which, in practice,
presented neither unusual nor serious difficulty, care should be taken to avoid magnifying the
matter into an international incident, and for this reason the machinery should be more flexible
and an amicable understanding easier to reach. The Council and Secretariat should be congra-
tulated upon everything they had done by means of amicable arrangements. This procedure
should be still further developed, and with this in view, it would be advisable to place a larger
staff at the disposal of the Council.

Proposal No. 2.

If disputes upon legal points were referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice, or
to any other competent tribunal, minorities would have an assurance that decisions concerning
them would undoubtedly be taken under conditions of legality, impartiality and independence.

Proposal No. 3.

He had had many conversations with Greeks, Armenians and Nationalist Turks before draft-
ing this proposal, and he had particularly in mind some such country as Asia Minor. He had
also kept in view certain occurrences which had taken place after the war. British and French
officers had been stationed at various spots in Asia Minor; one of them, who lived near Brussa,
had for attendants only one official and one secretary. From time to time rumours arose; there
was a threat of massacres, provoked by false reports. The officer announced to the population
that he would immediately institute a thorough and impartial enquiry into all the facts, the result
of which showed, as might be expected, that the reports had no foundation. In this way the mas-
sacres were prevented. A peaceful result was obtained solely and entirely by a man upon the
spot who inspired confidence in both parties and who was in direct communication with the Euro-
pean Governments. He had himself asked a representative of the Angora Turks if he saw any
.objection to the adoption of some such procedure. The representative saw no objection provided
that the League's delegate did not make reports merely on the grievances of minorities but also
on provocation to conspiracy or to rebellion on the part of the minorities themselves.

Proposal No. 4.

The object of this proposal was to inspire confidence in countries possessing minorities. In
certain countries, minorities, urged on by the more extreme elements, might in some cases enter-
tain feelings of disloyalty, which could not be countenanced by the League.

Proposal No. 5.

This proposal touched upon an aspect of the problem which had been dealt with by the Lat-
vian delegate. It was certainly to be regretted that, while certain countries were bound by special
treaties, others were bound by mere obligations, which it was to be hoped would be loyally observ-
ed for a long time to'come; others, again, were apparently free from any kind of obligation.
Almost all countries of Europe had their minorities. These countries should at least maintain
the standard of justice and toleration demanded by the treaties, which represented the minimum
of obligations possible.

Dr. WALTERS (Latvia) thanked the South African delegate for his interesting observations
and remarked that the latter had not touched upon the legal aspects of the question, which was
the only aspect examined by himself. As a matter of fact, it was agreed on all sides that Latvia
could not be reproached for her treatment of minorities. When Latvia undertook to make a
statement, she complied not with a resolution of the Assembly but with a recommendation which
was not legally binding and did not constitute a condition for admission. Further, it was better
to wait until the Council had completed its deliberations. Professor Murray's proposals were
not likely to lay the foundations necessary for a legal settlement, which was so far lacking. Mere
recommendations would never further the question. What was required was a regularisation of
the de facto situation, by means of which positive legislation might be enacted.

The meeting rose at I p.m.



THIRD MEETING

Held on September 12th, 1922, at II.15 a.m.

Jonkheer LOUDON in the Chair.

8. MINORITIES

(Continuation of the discussion.)

M. PUSTA (Esthonia), after paying tribute to Dr. Walters and Professor Murray, declared
that, in his capacity as Esthonian delegate, he was particularly interested in paragraph (c) of Sec-
tion B, Chapter IX, of the Council's report:

"(c) Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania.

"At the Second Assembly, before the admission of Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania
to the League of Nations, their representatives signed declarations stating that their
Governments adopted the recommendation of December 15th, I920, and expressed
their willingness to discuss with the Council the scope and methods of application of
their international obligations for the protection of minorities.

"During its session in January I922, the Council invited the Brazilian representa-
tive to enter into negotiations with the representatives of the above-mentioned States.

"On May I2th the representative of Brazil submitted to the Council a report regard-
ing the protection of minorities in Lithuania. This report contained a draft declaration,
the terms of which were similar to those of the Polish Minorities Treaty. The Lithuan-
ian representative signed this declaration on the same day.

"The negotiations regarding the protection of minorities in Esthonia and Latvia
are being continued. A certain number of documents relating to this matter have been
published in the Official Yournal of the League of Nations."

Upon her admission in I92I, Esthonia complied with the Assembly's recommendation con-
cerning measures to be taken for the protection of minorities. She did so all the more readily
since she was not obliged for this purpose to introduce any new provisions into the Esthonian
legislation, for the constitution of Esthonia, adopted in June 1920, contained all the necessary
provisions. In this connection he read certain passages from the report dated September Ist
1922, which M. da Gama had submitted to the Council. These extracts showed that the position
with regard to the protection of minorities was entirely satisfactory in Esthonia.

Under these circumstances there was no necessity to draw up a special treaty for Esthonia. It
would be sufficient for the Council to take note of the laws of that country and bring them to
the notice of the Assembly.

It was, moreover, impossible for Esthonia to make a declaration such as was held to be neces-
sary in certain quarters without a popular consultation, for the Esthonian constitution only
re cognised as an integral part of its legal code those general rules of international law which were
universally recognised. No such rule existed with regard to the treatment of minorities.

When, in December 1920, Lord Robert Cecil submitted his motion to the Assembly, he had
in view not so much the obligations of the Baltic States towards the League as their obligations
towards their various minorities. It had just been shown that the interests of minorities were
sufficiently safeguarded in Esthonia. The preceding statement might be considered as a declara-
tion on the part of Esthonia intended to be communicated to the Assembly.

Should this be taken to mean that Esthonia would refuse to be a party to a general treaty
concerning minorities? No, she earnestly desired to do so, and she would be glad for such a
treaty to be drawn up and accepted as soon as possible by all the Members of the League. Racial
minorities were very small in Esthonia, while, on the other hand, in foreign countries, Esthonians
formed large minorities which could only benefit by such a treaty.

In any case, the preparation of this treaty would call for long preliminary investigation and
possibly the convening of a special international conference. He was therefore of opinion that
the Co mmittee might confine itself to bringing to the notice of the Assembly, with the consent
of the Council, the negotiations now in progress between Esthonia, Latvia and the Council. As
regarde d Professor Murray's proposals, they seemed, with reservations on certain points which
required further elucidation, capable of serving as a basis for a discussion on a new method of
dealing with minorities.
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M. ASKENAZY (Poland) said he would not discuss the special question concerning the decla-
ration in favour of minorities which the Council of the League proposed should be made by Latvia.
He confined himself to the general question raised by the Latvian delegate in his amendment
of September 7th.

He expressed the opinion that this amendment widened the scope of the question to a consi-
derable degree and deserved the Committee's careful attention. At present the basis of the pro-
tection of minorities, from an international point of view, was to be found in the treaties granted
respectively to the succession States of the former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, Czechoslovakia,
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Poland, and Roumania. Subsequently the Baltic
States were invited to guarantee the same protection to their minorities in the more restricted
form of a declaration. It was thought, when introducing such treaties in the case of the suc-
cession States, that these possessed particularly numerous racial minorities, but it was clear that
other States Members of the League were in a similar position. Under these circumstances,
although from a legal standpoint the latter States were not bound as by a treaty, it would be in
conformity with the principles of humanity and equality-which were also the principles guiding
the League-to regard this problem as one affecting all the Members of the League as a whole. In
this respect Dr. Walters' amendment was worthy of the Committee's most earnest attention.

After paying a tribute to Professor Murray, he asked to be allowed to examine the former's
proposals point by point.

He was entirely in agreement with Nos. I, 4 and 5.
He would be glad to receive certain further information regarding the second point. Three

different cases of dispute might arise :
(a) A dispute between some minority and its Government; this case could not be dealt with,

for it would have to be brought before the Council;
(b) A dispute between minorities or Governments and the Council; this would be a very

delicate matter to bring before the Permanent Court of International Justice;
(c) A dispute between Members of the League concerning a question of minorities; this case

was provided for by Article 12 of the Polish Minorities Treaty and by the other Minorities Treaties,
which provided that "any such dispute shall, if the other party thereto demands, be referred to
the Permanent Court of International Justice."

He could not foresee any other possible contingencies. It was insisted in the proposal that
the appeal should be made without delay. Up to the present, however, no case of appeal had
presented itself, and there was accordingly no reason to believe that, in the event of an appeal,
the procedure would be subject to undue delay. Finally, by "appeal" to the Court, did they
mean an appeal from a decision which had already been given, or the simple act of referring a
matter to the Court? Article 14 of the Covenant was very explicit in this respect; the Court
could only give a decision when the case had been submitted to it by both parties; in other cases
it could only give an advisory opinion. If there were any question in point No. 2 of a modifi-
cation of the Minorities Treaties in this respect, it should not be forgotten that these Treaties
could not be modified without the consent of the parties concerned and of the Council of the
League.

With regard to point No. 3, he thought that it would be necessary to define accurately what
were the localities to which it referred, even if such an accurate definition were to cause a certain
amount of inconvenience. Moreover, in this case the question was one of "the behaviour of
both or all sections of the population." Might it not rightly be feared that this would be a case
not simply of protection but rather of a sort of protectorate?

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) very heartily endorsed Professor Murray's proposals, which he consi-
dered to be calculated to bring about the result aimed at by the Committee. Dr. Walter's amend-
ment was certainly a very useful one, but a great deal of time would be required to discuss it.
It entailed an amendment to the Covenant and it was obvious that this would cause much delay.
The question should, however, be settled as soon as possible. It was a matter of extreme import-
ance for the League of Nations that declarations which had been solemnly made should be res-
pected. There was no doubt that Latvia and Esthonia were extremely desirous of affording
protection to their minorities. Their admission to the League had been recommended by this
very Committee, and those who were the most ardent supporters of their admission considered
declarations by these countries concerning their minorities to be essential. What should be
done then was simply to draw the attention of these Governments to the promises which they
had made and to hope that they would carry on their negotiations with the Council in the
same spirit.

M. SCIALOJA (Italy), acting as substitute for the Marquis Imperiali, who was prevented from
attending, asked to be allowed to offer certain remarks on the subject of Professor Murray's text.

The first point contained something like an exhortation to increase the expenditure of the
League. It should not be forgotten that all the Members of the League were, on the contrary,
asking for a reduction of expenditure. It would therefore be wise first to consult the First and
Fourth Committees.

As regarded the second point, it might well be asked whether the Sixth Committee was entitled
to deal with the matter, for the question in point was a purely legal one and one which perhaps
was in conflict with the provisions of the Covenant and even with the Statutes of the Permanent
Court of International Justice. The Sixth Committee would not be entitled to pass a resolution
restricting the freedom enjoyed by sovereign States of choosing their own methods for reaching
an agreement. It might perhaps therefore be advisable to delete this paragraph,

Point No. 3 might be approved in principle, but its drafting appeared to be unsatisfactory;
which were the localities referred to? Moreover, nearly all countries possessed mixed populations



somewhere or other. Would not the League appear to be interfering with sovereign rights by
intervening with regard to these countries? Doubtless everybody was aware of the identity of
the country to which this proposal referred, but would it be opportune to name this country at
the present juncture? Would it not be dangerous at present to trench upon the contents of a
treaty the conclusion of which appeared to be probable?

He raised no objection to the fourth point.
The expression "at least as high a standard of justice, etc." was ambiguous. States which were

not bound by a treaty could not be subjected to written regulations, which were framed to deal
with particular cases. It would be preferable to frame them in accordance with the general
spirit of the provisions for the protection of minorities.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) was of the opinion that the question raised regarding
points 3 and 5 were primarily questions of drafting. He thought that the Government which
he represented would view very favourably a general treaty for the protection of minorities, but
if the protection of minorities had to be postponed until such a treaty were concluded, these mino-
rities would remain for a long time without guarantees.

It seemed that the apprehensions expressed by the Latvian and Esthonian delegates were
the result of a misunderstanding. The proposals of the League in this matter were in no wise an
innovation; the League had only conformed to various precedents to be found in the history of
diplomacy. He read passages from the letter sent by M. Clemenceau on June 24th, I919, to M. Pa-
derewski, in which the former communicated to the latter the text of the Polish Minorities Treaty
(cf. Minutes of the Council, I920, 2nd Session, 3rd Meeting). The League of Nations only desired
that the international guarantee for the protection of minorities should continue to be observed
as a rule of public law. Such was the origin of the recommendation made by the Assembly, which
was communicated to those countries which desired to become Members of the League, and which
was accepted by Albania and the Baltic States.

Latvia and Esthonia had certainly no intention of retracting the declarations which they
had made, and this point would be made clear in the course of their negotiations with the
Council.

As regards Esthonia, the League could not be content with the provisions contained in the
Esthonian constitution, for the League had no right to interfere with the. internal legislation of
States; for this reason it asked for special guarantees concerning minorities. It was not possible
to make an exception to what M. Clemenceau styled European public law in favour of any par-
ticular State.

It was not suggested that the treaties concerning minorities should be altered; it was merely
desirable that the matter should be referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice
without delay. The Polish and Italian delegates had indeed referred to Article 14 of the Cove-
nant, but Article 12 of the Polish Minorities Treaty provided that the Government concerned
should consent to submit to the Court any dispute which might turn on a question of law or
of fact.

Professor Gilbert MURRAY (South Africa) stated that he accepted all the criticisms which
had been made with regard to the drafting of his text. He would like in particular to reply to
those made by the Italian delegate

I. It had not been proved that the first proposal would involve fresh expenditure, and even
if such were the case, this fresh expenditure might prevent conflicts, which would prove still more
costly. Finally, there was some danger of bringing up the argument of economy on principle
against every new suggestion.

2. Lord Robert Cecil had clearly explained that it was a question of referring the matter
without delay to the Permanent Court in accordance with treaties. He was prepared to accept
the wording proposed by M. Scialoja, which would run as follows: "...to the decision of the Inter-
national Court, in conformity with existing treaties". The Council could not intervene as a party
in a dispute; this role would be filled by one of its Members. For this reason he did not give any
more precise indication as to the steps to be taken by the Council.

3. It was certain that the Turks would sign the same minorities treaty as the other nations,
but it would be very difficult to make them sign a treaty which went further than that. For this
reason he had been anxious to lay down this general principle in his third proposal. It would
perhaps be inopportune, from a diplomatic point of view, to state definitely what were the loca-
lities in question. Cases might, moreover, occur elsewhere than in Asia Minor. For instance,
the League had successfully intervened in Albania.

At the suggestion of M. SCIALOJA, Professor Murray agreed to the deletion of the qualifying
adjective resident as regarded the League's delegate.

4. The fourth point did not give rise to any criticism.
5. It did not seem equitable that certain Powers should be bound by treaty and that others

should be under no such obligation. The drafting of this fifth proposal might be modified in the
following manner: "We express a hope that nations which are not bound by treaty will observe
with respect to minorities at least as high a standard of justice and toleration. " This text, being
worded in a more general way, should meet the objections o f the Italian delegate.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) noted that no case had yet arisen in which complaint had been made
of delay in bringing the dispute before the competent tribunal. As regarded the third proposal,
it either reiterated Article 12 of the Treaty and served no practical purpose, or it modified this
article and was impossible.



9. APPOINTMENT OF A DRAFTING COMMITTEE

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that it would have to appoint a Drafting Committee
at a future meeting.

io. SUB-COMMITTEE ON MANDATES

At the request of a member of the Committee, and with the Committee's consent, the Chair-
man declared that the Portugese delegate would be co-opted by the Sub-Committee on Mandates
when slavery was being discussed.

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m.



FOURTH MEETING

Held onz September I3th, 1922, at 3 p.m.

Jonkheer LOUDON in the Chair.

II. MINORITIES

(Continuation of the discussion.)

M. HANOTAUX (France) stated that the observations which he had to submit dealt for the
most part with questions of wording and might be referred to a Drafting Committee. He dealt
with Professor Murray's proposals point by point:

I. The Committee would doubtless agree to refer the question of expenditure to the Fourth
Committee.

2. He expressed agreement with M. Scialoja's observations, more particularly with reference
to Article 14 of the Covenant.

3. He thought that they would agree not to retain the expression "resident agents". It
was in keeping with the spirit of the League to approach all these delicate questions with great
moderation. Such questions were, in the main, questions of internal policy, and too frequent
interposition from outside might entail certain dangers. The unity of France was known to all.
France, however, had also had difficulties of that nature in the past. These problems were always
most satisfactorily settled by action inspired by the feeling of a common national interest. The
solutions came of themselves; the Governments and the various national parties had always
succeeded in coming to an agreement. It was, moreover, certain that the League of Nations
would not relinquish its duty of vigilance. The best course the Committee could adopt would
perhaps be to combine proposal 3 and proposal I, and to find a formula which expressed the true
spirit of the League.

5. In the fifth proposal, it might be desirable to mention the action of the Council, which
was the permanent organ, the guardian of that system of provisions which constituted .the League
of Nations. He proposed to add, at the end of that proposal, the words "and by the regular
action of the Council."

The concluded his remarks by urging that these young nationalities should be given time, the
great remedy. It was necessary to rely on their good-will and to supervise without unduly inter-
fering with them.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Drafting Committee would not fail to take the observations of
the French Delegate into account.

M. TEIXEiR-Go MES (Portugal) stated that Portugal, which was the third colonial Power in
the world, possessed immense territories, where a small minority had to guide a great majority
in a spirit of peace and good-will, and had to exercise a civilising influence on that majority. The
position of these minorities was not unrelated to the questions at present discussed by the Com-
mittee. It must be remembered, indeed, that minorities had not only rights but also duties, and
that it was undesirable to give undue encouragement to movements of minorities.

He was convinced that they would succeed in finding a scientific solution, and he attached
special importance to that term.

As regards Esthonia, he had been able to satisfy himself that that country was carrying out
its obligations, and he requested the Committee to take note of the provisions of the Esthonian
legislation with regard to minorities. Esthonia ought to be regarded as being on a footing of
equality with all other nations. He felt certain that, either as a result of the Murray proposal or
in some other manner, an absolutely satisfactory solution would be found, and that Esthonia,
like other countries, would not fail to endorse it, provided that this solution was applied to all
countries without discrimination.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) expressed agreement with the observations of the French Dele-
gate. It was desirable to make it clear to new States that there was a desire to help them. More-
over, their stability and prosperity depended in a large measure on the manner in which they
treated their minorities. The Committee must avoid conveying the impression to the world that
they were interfering unduly in questions which concerned these Governments and their minori-
ties. It was not certain that the best solution was to amalgamate proposals I and 3. That,
indeed, was a question of drafting. The Drafting Committee would discover a formula which
could be accepted by M. Hanotaux. He favoured the amendment of proposal 5.



In conclusion, he proposed that they should adopt the Murray proposals in principle and
refer them to the Drafting Committee.

M. RADEFF (Bulgaria) reminded the Committee that Bulgaria was one of the States which had
signed the Minorities Treaties. He proposed to consider the question from a general point of
view as being one oi those questions which were vital to the peace of Europe. In these discus-
sions, it was desirable to avoid two sources of confusion : First, there were States which had
signed the Minorities Treaties, which should be distinguished from States which had been invited
to assume obligations of that nature; in the first case, a definite result was secured; in the second
case, there was an ideal to be pursued. Second, it should not be assumed that the minorities
question was regulated by the internal constitution of the States. While the constitutions of
certain States, like Esthonia, did, indeed, include provisions for protecting the rights of minorities,
others, in spite of their democratic character, did not recognise the linguistic or religious liberty
of minorities. For that reason, the Principal Powers, when they had settled the present con-
stitution of Europe, had insisted that certain States should assume international obligations regard-
ing the rights of minorities. In doing so, they had complied with the unanimous desire of public
opinion; for that question was one which must be faced in future, and it would be necessary
to solve it.

He was glad to pay a tribute of respect to Professor Murray. He hoped that the objections
with regard to the question of expenditure would not be insisted upon. Lord Robert Cecil's
explanations had eliminated any possible misunderstanding as regards proposal 2. The Drafting
Committee could, moreover, make the necessary modifications. He was anxious, in passing, to
cite the example of Switzerland, where, in spite of racial, linguistic, and religious differences, the
question of minorities did not even arise. It was desirable to send representatives to the spot
(proposal 3 of Professor Murray), and the representatives of the League would furnish the best
guarantee of fairness and competence to both parties.

On behalf of his Government, he stated that Bulgaria would willingly receive any represen-
tatives that the League might desire to send her.

M. PUSTA (Esthonia) said he was anxious, at the outset, to thank the Portuguese Delegate.
He desired to reply to the observations made the day before by Lord Robert Cecil. He did not
believe that the declaration required from the Baltic States, before their admission, had consti-
tuted ane ssential condition of that admission; that condition was, in the main, the de jure recog-
nition of these States by the Great Powers. That was the feeling -of the Sixth Committee last
year.

It would also be a matter of great difficulty to introduce into the Esthonian constitution the
recommendation of December 15th, I920, as a rule of international public law.

The South African Delegate believed that the League could not interfere in the legislation
of States, and that it could not, therefore, remain satisfied with the provisions of the Esthonian
Constitution. But he recognised that the League ought to concern itself less with the form of
the declaration than with the real guarantee furnished to minorities within any given State. It
was in that spirit that the Council had acted towards Finland, and the Committee had never heard
that Finnish minorities had had any reason to complain of that procedure. The Esthonian
Delegate therefore requested the Committee (and he would make the same request to the Assem-
bly) to allow Esthonia to come to an agreement on this matter with the Council.

It was desirable, moreover, to point out to Professor Murray that the minorities in Esthonia
had their own representatives assisting the Government, and, therefore, it would not be necessary
to send delegates of the League to that country. However, Professor Murray's idea had also been
to collect information regarding the measures laid down for minorities and to give encouragement
to States whichjhad not yet discovered any solution of the question. He therefore proposed the
following text to the Drafting Committee:

"The competent organisations of the League of Nations will be invited to collect all
information concerning the measures adopted by States of their own accord for the pro-
tection of minorities and to give every assistance to other States which have so far been
unable to settle the minorities question by domestic legislation."

Such a draft would satisfy the Esthonian Delegation, which desired that a general Minorities
Treaty should be drawn up.

M. NINTCHITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) desired to replace, in proposal I,
the word "minorities" by the more accurate expression employed in the treaties : "nationals
belonging to racial linguistic and religious minorities."

A happy amendment had already been made in proposal 2 by adding the words "in accord-
ance with the treaties". It would be necessary, moreover, to delete the words "without delay",
which, on the one hand, rendered the provisions of the treaty more irksome, and, on the other
hand, would have a tendency to do away with the friendly action of the Council, which was anxious
to have recourse to the Permanent Court only as a last resort. Finally, any undue haste dis-
played in bringing disputes before the Court would give them a political importance, which it was
desirable to avoid, and would injure the prestige of the States concerned. Such a procedure
would constitute a formidable weapon, not only for minorities themselves, but for countries which
had not resigned themselves to having minorities in a neighbouring State. Recourse to the Per-
manent Court ought to be the exception.

He" wished to know whether the third proposal, which seemed at first to refer only to



- 19 '

countries such as Asia Minor, applied to all States with mixed populations, or only to those which
had signed Minorities Treaties.

Professor Gilbert MURRAY (South Africa) proposed to add that the representatives of the
League should be sent "with the consent of the Government concerned".

M. NINTCHITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) then accepted the third proposal.
He concluded his remarks by recommending extreme caution in a matter where, on a pretext

of protecting minorities, they might run the risk of converting the struggle for the rights of mino-
rities into a struggle against States which had minorities.

Professor Gilbert MURRAY (South Africa) thanked the members of the Committee for the
welcome which they had given to his proposals. He was especially grateful to M. Radeff for his
support and to M. Nintchitch for the extreme moderation and reasonableness of his criticisms.
He desired to emphasise the principle on which his proposals were founded : the League did not
intervene as the friend of one or of the other party, but as the friend of both parties. As regards
the first proposal, he agreed to substitute for the word "minorities" the expression employed in
the Minorities Treaties. He hoped that the question of economy would not be insisted on.

As regards the second proposal, he accepted the omission of the words "without delay",
while reserving the right to put other words in their place.

In reply to the dilemma suggested the day before by the Polish Delegate, he would point out
that there were certain points which required repetition.

He quite agreed that other methods might appear preferable to an appeal, in the first instance,
to the Permanent Court; he had left his proposals somewhat vague in order that the Council
might be free to adopt the measures which it considered necessary.

He hoped that his third proposal would be allowed to stand, and recalled in this connec-
tion the spirit which had guided him in drawing them up. He had, moreover, agreed to the
addition of the words "with the consent of the Governments concerned". Such consent was
indispensable, for they could not imagine a representative of the League residing in a country
against the will of the Government of that country.

The fourth proposal, the importance of which he desired to emphasise, seemed to him to be
calculated to allay such fears as M. Nintchitch had expressed.

He would not reply to the remarks of the Esthonian Delegate, as the latter was going to make
an explanatory statement before the Council; he merely desired to mention that it was in order
to meet the views put forward by Dr. Walters and M. Pusta that he had drawn up his fifth propo-
sal. The proposal in question represented the furthest distance the Committee could go; it was
to be hoped that the Great Powers would be willing to go so far.

The third proposal was perhaps too strongly worded; it would be well to amend it so as to
read "can be most securely attained".

At the CHAIRMAN'S request, M. COLBAN explained that it was clearly understood that the
Minorities Section of the Secretariat would not have and credits at its disposal other than those
which were voted by the Fourth Committee and by the Assembly. A supplementary credit of
Ioo,ooo Swiss francs was provided for in the budget of the Section. Professor Gilbert Murray's
proposal would not necessitate expenditure in excess of that figure. The work of the Section was
constantly increasing. Credits would in any case be necessary, even if the proposals under dis-
cussion were not adopted.

Tthe CHAIRMAN observed that the discussion had already lasted a considerable time, and he
hoped that members of the Committee would endeavour to express themselves as concisely as
possible.

M. ZOKA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) desired to remind the Committee that it wasj not only in
Europe that minorities were to be found; they existed also in Asia. Persia, whose glorious history
was known to everyone, was satisfied with her present territory. Ninety-eight per cent. of her
population belonged to the same race; the minorities were composed of Armenians, Jews, and
Chaldeans, who were on a footing of legal equality with the majority. An Armenian minister had
held office in Persia, and Jews were employed in the Government departments.

The same respect for equality was shown in matters of religion. Did not all religions preach
the same ideal of justice and humanity? He was happy to refer to Switzerland as an example of
toleration; in that country M. Motta, who belonged to a racial minority, had been in charge of the
nation's affairs, and had achieved a great reputation in the East, where his name was well known,
as were the names of Dr. Nansen, Lord Robert Cecil, M. Leon Bourgeois and those of many
others, who were respected by Christians and Mohammedans alike.

He hoped that the great nations would help the small nations to live peaceably at their side.
He begged the Committee to direct its attention to the East, where many nations which wished
to become Members of the League appeared to have received insufficient attention. The day
would come when those nations would also have to be reckoned with.

In conclusion, he congratulated Professor Gilbert Murray. He said that his own country
would accept unconditionally all the proposals voted by the Assembly in favour of minorities, but
he hoped that general measures would be adopted which would apply to all nations.

M. ERICH (Finland), while realising that Professor Gilbert Murray's proposals had great
merits, did not think that general rules of a practical character could be drawn up without first
subjecting them to more thorough examination. The principle of the protection of minorities was
on the point of being recognised in international law. He would recommend the appointment by
the Assembly of a special committee for the study of the question.
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It was unnecessary for him to remind the Committee of the liberal character of Finnish legis-
lation, which was recognised by everyone.

He realised, however, as Prof. Gilbert Murray did, that toleration and justice were far from
being in operation everywhere, and there were persons of Finnish race, especially in Russia, who
were grievously oppressed.

They must not forget that the conception of minorities was not an exact one. Prof. Gilbert
Murray's proposals could not cover all cases. He therefore suggested that the Drafting Committee
which was to be appointed should take into consideration the appointment by the Assembly of a
special committee which would be entrusted with the duty of thoroughly investigating the' ques-
tion of minorities and which would present a report on the matter to the Fourth Assembly.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) said that he would leave it to the Committee to decide whether a dis-
cussion of the questions concerning Latvia and Esthonia, pending before the Council, would
serve any useful purpose.

As regards Prof. Gilbert Murray's proposals, he could not accept Mr. Fisher's suggestion. Real
questions of principle were involved in the matter of wording. He was personally prepared to
accept proposals I, 4 and 5; but he had expressed serious doubts as to the precise meaning of pro-
posals 2 and 3. M. Scialoja had confirmed these doubts. In these circumstances it was impos-
sible to approve these proposals in principle. Moreover. these proposals, in his opinion, did not
form a systematic whole and could be considered separately. He was further opposed to refer-
ring them to a Drafting Committee, a step which implied that they would be approved at a later
meeting. He therefore suggested that a special sub-committee should be appointed to examine,
in conjunction with Prof. Gilbert Murray, the question of the final wording of the proposals. The
Sub-Committee would present a report and the Committee could then resume the discussion.

M. SCIALOJA (Italy) seconded the proposal of the Polish Delegate. The instructions to be
given to the proposed sub-committee should be made perfectly clear. It did not, however,
appear to him that they had reached a sufficiently advanced stage in their deliberations to enable
definite conclusions to be reached.

Some doubt subsisted, for example, as to the permanent or temporary character of the repre-
sentatives of the League. Further, it would be desirable to determine what was meant by "the
consent of the Governments concerned". Did not that imply a dangerous restriction of the
powers of the Council? Moreover, the situation of even the best-intentioned State might be very
embarrassing. The Italian Delegate therefore begged the Chairman not to close the discussion.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) had at first thought that an agreement was imminent, and he enu-
merated the points which were no longer in dispute. The remarks of the Italian Delegate had
reopened the discussion. Could they not agree that, with regard to the length of mandate of the
representatives of the League, the consent of the Governments concerned was necessary in the
case of resident representatives, but that their formal permission was not essential in the case of
temporary envoys? If they accepted that suggestion, they would be very near to a complete
agreement. Great progress had been made since the beginning of the discussion. It seemed at
that time that a great gulf separated the opposing views. It would now be a misfortune if they
did not arrive at an agreement.

The desired to thank his colleagues for what they had said with regard to his country. It
was true that the problem of minorities had been solved in Switzerland and, practically speaking,
minorities did not exist in that country. Various methods existed for realising the ideal of a
State, which was to achieve the happiness of its citizens. It was impossible to realise the ideal in
an absolute fashion. There remained the conception of justice and brotherhood between all races
and all conditions of men.

In consequence of M. Askenazy's remarks, Mr. FISHER (British Empire) proposed that the

Committee should adopt at once proposals I, 4 and 5, subject to M. Hanotaux's amendment, and
should refer points 2 and 3 to a special sub-committee, which, in redrafting them, would bear in
mind the views expressed by Professor Gilbert Murray and M. Motta. The general discussion
would then be resumed, but would be limited to proposals 2 and 3.

M. AUBERT (France) supported this proposal.

The Committee adopted the text of paragraphs I, 4 and 5 of Professor Gilbert Murray's proposals,
amended as follows:

I. While in cases of grave infraction of the Minorities Treaties it is necessary that the Council
should retain its full power of direct action, the Committee recognises that in ordinary circum-
stances the League can best promote good relations between the various signatory Governments
and persons belonging to racial, religious or linguistic minorities placed under their sovereignty
by benevolent and informal communications with those Governments. For this purpose, the
Committee suggests that the Council might require to have a larger secretarial staff at its disposal.

4. While the Committee recognises the primary right of the minorities to be protected by the

League from oppression, it also emphasises the duty incumbent upon persons belonging to racial,
religious or linguistic minorities to co-operate as loyal fellow-citizens with the nations to which
they now belong.

5. The Committee expresses the hope that the States which are not bound by any legal obli-
gations to the League with respect to minorities will nevertheless observe, in the treatment of

their own racial, religious or linguistic minorities, at least as high a standard of justice and tole-
ration as is required by any of the treaties and by the regular action of the Council.
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In accordance with the procedure adopted on the motion of the Persian Delegate, the Com-
mittee then proceeded to appoint, by secret ballot, the members of the Sub-Committee, which
was found to be composed as follows:

MM. ASKENAZY (Poland). MM. RADEFF (Bulgaria).
FISHER (British Empire). . SCIALOJA (Italy).
MOTTA (Switzerland).
NINTCHITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs,

Croats and Slovenes).

In addition, Professor Gilbert MURRAY (South Africa) was invited to take part in the deli-
berations of the Sub-Committee.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), on the strength of Proposal 4, asked that the Secretariat, whose
duty it was to collate the documents relating to the infraction of the Minorities Treaties, should
also be requested to collate such documents as had reference to unjustified complaints of minori-
ties, in order that all the relevant information should be placed at the disposal of the Council and
of the Assembly.

This proposal was adopted.

1I2. HUNGARY'S REQUEST FOR ADMISSION

Sir Francis BELL (New Zealand) asked leave to raise a point of order. The question of Hun-
gary's demand had been referred to a sub-committee. As the Assembly was to meet on Friday,
it would be an act of courtesy towards Hungary to decide the question before the Assembly re-
sumed its sittings.

The CHAIRMAN, in reply, said that the Committee desired to treat Hungary with the utmost
consideration. The delay that had occurred was due to the necessity of obtaining particular infor-
mation, which had just been received. The Sub-Committee would meet the next day. The
report could perhaps be laid before the Assembly as early as Friday.

The meeting rose at 7 p.m.



FIFTH MEETING

Held on September I5th, 1922, at 4 p.m.

Jonkheer LOUDON in the Chair.

I3. ADMISSION OF HUNGARY

The CHAIRMAN reminded his colleagues that a Sub-Committee, of which he had the honour
to be Chairman, had been set up in order to examine the question of the admission of Hungary.
He read the report of the Sub-Committee (Annex 4).

He had just received from Count Banffy a letter, which he proceeded to read (Annex 5).
The 'Chairman suggested that this letter should be appended to the report which he had
read.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) had much pleasure in proposing that the report should be
adopted and that Hungary should be admitted as a Member of the League of Nations. The
Sub-Committee had reached a unanimous decision on this point. It had had the pleasure of
listening to Count Banffy, who had read a very satisfactory declaration. The British Govern-
ment had felt some anxiety as to the manner in which Hungary was carrying out the military
clauses of the Peace Treaty, and as to Hungarian policy in the matter of the protection of mino-
rities. There was no reason now to feel the slightest hesitation, for Count Banffy's frank expla-
nation had dispelled all doubts. The British Government was quite confident that the Hungarian
Government would fulfil its international obligations in all good faith. Speaking on behalf
of his Government, he welcomed the entry of Hungary into the League of Nations.

M. OSUSKY (Czechoslovakia) informed the Committee that, according to information which
he had just received from Paris, the Section for Hungarian Affairs of the Reparation Commission
had, on the previous day, been considering the question of the execution of the Treaties of
Peace. In view of the discussion concerning the admission of Hungary, the Hungarian Section
had strongly emphasised the necessity of insisting that Hungary, before she was admitted into
the League, should renounce all opposition to the execution of the clauses of the Treaty of Trianon
with regard to reparations. He considered it his duty to communicate this information to the
Committee.

The Marquis IMPERIALI (Italy) supported Mr. Fisher's motion. He wished, on behalf of
the Italian Government, to welcome most cordially the new State which was about to become a
Member of the League. He had received no information concerning the facts communicated
by the Czechoslovak Delegate. But, speaking generally, it appeared to him that after hearing
such an explicit, clear and complete statement as that made by Count Banffy, the Committee
had very ample guarantees that the Hungarian Government was firmly determined to carry
out the obligations imposed by the Treaties.

M. HANOTAUX (France), on behalf of his Government, endorsed the statements of Mr. Fisher
and the Marquis Imperiali. He, too, desired to make a few remarks concerning the report of
the Allied Committee on the inadequate manner in which certain clauses of the Treaty had been
carried out.

The obligations which had been assumed by the Hungarian Foreign Minister as regards
the execution of the Treaties and the subsequent undertakings seemed to be quite sufficient
to dispose of all hitherto unsettled questions. He had great pleasure in welcoming the entry
of Hungary into the League.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) wished to give his fullest support to Mr. Fisher's proposal. He
was extremely glad to see that all the countries represented on the Sub-Committee-and he
hoped that the Committee itself would be equally unanimous-were in favour of Hungary's
admission. In his opinion every facility should be given for the entry of a new State into the
League. He considered that Count Banffy's solemn declarations were very satisfactory. They
were so frank in tone and so solemn in manner that it was not possible to entertain the slightest
doubt as to the intentions of the Hungarian Government. He welcomed the entry of Hungary
into the League. He was glad to see that she had applied for admission. Her entry was as
important for the League of Nations as for Hungary. Her adherence was a fresh step towards
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investing the League with that world-wide character which was one of the conditions required
to assure its successful and continued existence.

M. PUSTA (Esthonia) wished, as the representative of a small nation, to associate himself
with the opinions expressed with such weight by the delegates of the Great Powers. He hoped
that Mr. Fisher's motion would be adopted unanimously. It was a very pleasant duty for him,
on behalf of the Esthonian people, to welcome Hungary, the sister nation of Esthonia, on the
day of her entry into the League.

M. OSUSKY (Czechoslovakia) did not want any doubt to be entertained as to the character
of his intervention. He had considered that he was bound to submit to the Committee the
information which he had received. As he had already stated before the Sub-Committee, the
Czechoslovak Government was in favour of the admission of Hungary. Like the other mem-
bers of the Sub-Committee he, had noted that certain very important clauses-still remained to
be carried out. But he was convinced that the atmosphere of international co-operation in which
the Hungarian Government would henceforth find itself would not fail to be of assistance to
it in carrying out its international obligations.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) proposed to the Committee that, as a result of the statements which
had been made and M. Osusky's speech, it should adopt the Sub-Committee's report by accla-
mation, without putting the matter to the vote.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out, amidst applause, that the Committee was unanimous as regards
the admission of Hungary. He would duly communicate to the Assembly the result which had
been s.o happily obtained.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) expressed the hope that the Hungarian delegation would take
its place at the Assembly as soon as Hungary had been admitted.

The CHAIRMAN said that the whole Committee shared this hope.

14. MINORITIES

(Continuation of the discussion.)

On theCHAIRMAN'S invitation, M. COLBANread the report o the Sub-Committee a rentrusted
with the investigation of proposals 2 and 3 of Professor Murray (See Annex 6).

M. HANOTAUX (France) suggested that proposal 2 should be amended as follows: "The
Committee recommends that, should the circumstances require it, the embers of the Council
should appeal for a decision to the Permanent Court in accordance with the Minorities Treaties,
it being understood that the other methods of conciliation provided for in the Covenant may always be
employed."

M. RADEFF (Bulgaria) wished the words "should the circumstances require it" to be more
fully explained.

Professor Gilbert MURRAY (South Africa) pointed out that these words had been proposed
by M. Scialoja and that therefore they afforded every safeguard from a legal point of view.
He asked that, apart from mere changes in phraseology-a matter on which he bowed to
M. Hanotaux's high authority-no fundamental modification should be made in a text which
had been discussed at length and which had been drawn up in agreement with the Delegates
of Poland, the Serb-Croat-Slovene State and Bulgaria, as in that case there would be some danger
of disturbing the balance. He gladly accepted the suggestions made by the French Delegate,
but he insisted that the idea contained in the words "without hesitation" should be preserved.
He suggested the words "without unnecessary delay".

M. HANOTAUX (France) accepted this wording.

Proposal 2 was adopted in the following form .

"In case of difference of opinion as to questions of law or of fact arising out of
the provisions of the Minorities Treaties between the Government concerned and one
of the States Members of the Council of the League of Nations, the Committee recom-
mends that the Members of the Council appeal, without unnecessary delay, to the Per,
manent Court of International Justice for a decision in accordance the Minorities Treaties-
it being understood that the other methods of conciliation provided for by the
Covenant may always be employed."

M. YOVANOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) informed the Committee that in
the Sub-Committee, in which he had the honour of acting as substitute for M. Nintchitch, he op-
posed the retention of proposal 3, first of all because charges had been brought against his country,
and, secondly, on mrore general grounds. He was anxious to express his appreciation of the
interest which Professor Murray had shown in the protection of minorities against abuses which
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were the cause of so much bloodshed. But he drew attention to the fact that Serbia was enti-
rely free from blame in this matter, as was proved by the letter addressed by M. Clemenceau
to M. Pachitch communicating to him the Treaty signed on September loth, I919. Serbia had
been for 500 years under foreign rule. United with her brothers in Croatia and Slovenia, she
was now granting to minorities safeguards more effective than those to which M. Clemenceau had
alluded. Nevertheless, Professor Murray had said that proposal 3 referred in the first place to
Turkey and in the second place to Serbia.

Professor MURRAY (South Africa) asked permission of the Delegate of the Serb-Croat-Slo-
vene State to interrupt his remarks and said that he had been misunderstood. He had done
nothing more than advance a mere hypothesis, taking Serbia as an illustration. He had sup-
posed that the dispute between the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and Bulgaria
was one which it might have proved impossible to settle satisfactorily, though in point of
fact the dispute had been adjusted. If it had not been settled the fault would have been attri-
buted either to Serbia or to Bulgaria. In that event the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes, relying upon proposal 3, might have asked the League to send a delegate to the scene
of the dispute for a certain time to determine the facts. It had never been his intention to bring
any charge against Serbia, and he strongly denied any such suggestion.

M. YOVANOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats-land 'Slovenes) thanked professor Murray
for his statement, of which he took note.

M. RADEFF (Bulgaria), intervening, said he had clearly understood that Serbia had only been
mentioned as an illustration, and that he was anxious to take advantage of that opportunity
to state that his Government was desirous of maintaining friendly relations with the Serb-Croat-
Slovene State. An incident had occurred which had since been happily settled. He hoped that
relations between the two Governments would continue to improve.

M. YOVANOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) said, on behalf of his Govern-
ment, that the latter desired nothing better than to maintain neighbourly relations with Bulgaria.

He had further to urge the fact that a statement regarding a part of his country had been
laid before the Assembly. It wouldbe remembered that the Esthonian delegate had said that
clauses adequate to guarantee the protection of minorities had been included in the Constitution
of his country, and he had inferred that it was unnecessary to introduce further measures. The
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes had subscribed to :the clauses lin the Minorities
Treaty. The obligations undertaken on September ioth, 1919, formed the basis of its legis-
lation since they had been reproduced in the Constitution of 1921. The delegate referred to
the chief of these clauses, which were extremely liberal in character, and quoted facts to show
that the provisions were not a dead letter. If proposal 3 had been drawn up for the benefit of
Serbia it might be deleted. If it were the architecture of the houses in Macedonia which had
aroused the apprehensions of Professor Murray, the latter should bear in mind that houses
could not be reconstructed in five years.

In spite of the extreme forbearance of the Serb-Croat-Slovene Government, there were
still turbulent minorities which had in the past been accustomed to rule and now endeavoured
to injure those who had become the majority. If the Committee adopted proposal 3, it would
encourage these minorities and give them a privileged position since they would have an addi-
tional tribunal to appeal to beyond their frontiers other than those belonging to the majorities.
He quoted instances of unjustified complaints on the part of minorities.

He had a further reason for opposing proposal 3. This proposal tended to extend too far
the scope of the clauses of the Minorities Treaties, which were stringent enough. The establish-
ment of a resident agent of the League, even with the consent of the Governments, went beyond
the measures already provided. Time should be afforded to the Kingdom of the Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes to consolidate itself. It knew that sympathy and loyalty were gained
by kindness and justness and not by persecution.

On behalf of his Government, he accepted proposal 3 in so far as it was repetition of the
provisions of the treaties: These provisions should not, however, be made more stringent before
they were applied to all the Members of the League without distinction. M. Dissesco, the Rou-
manian Delegate, had requested him to say that he was in full agreement with this declaration.

Professor Gilbert MURRAY (South Africa) regretted that he had been misunderstood. But
he was glad that M. Yovanovitch's frank statement dispelled all possibility of misunderstanding.
He wished, first of all, to explain that when he spoke of Macedonia, what he wished to say was
that Serbia had inherited a very difficult problem. Other countries were in the same case, for
instance, the British Empire on the North-West Frontier of India. Reference had been made
to turbulent minorities which the proposal might encourage. But it must not be forgotten that
proposal 4 insisted, for the first time, on the fact that it was the duty of minorities to be loyal.
Proposal 3 was of a nature to be of still greater assistance to Governments than to minorities.
M. Yovanovitch had suggested that further information should be given if required. This was
the very object of the proposal. It provided for the collection of such information with the
consent, or at the request, of the Government concerned.

This proposal did not refer to any particular Government. Perhaps this was not quite
accurate. There was a region in which Christian populations might at this very moment be in
the greatest danger. One of his aims in framing his proposal was to establish agents of the
League in this district in order to provide the only protection which these people could invoke.
He assured his colleague that he had intended no reflection on Serbia, and that his only wish
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had been to protect the populations of Asia Minor. He hoped that the Committee would be
as unanimous as the Sub-Committee had been.

M. YOVANOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) expressed himself fully
satisfied with Professor Murray's declarations.

M. HANOTAUX '(France) stated that it was in anticipation of this discussion that he had
thought of two amendments of a nature to satisfy Professor Murray, whose apprehension was
legitimate, and the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes who had made so
moving a speech. Respect and confidence were due to these countries. He therefore proposed:

(i) That in place of the words "the Committee considers that sometimes the protection of
minorities would be assured in the most effective manner" the words "would be most securely
attained in the event of new treaties being concluded" should be substituted.

(2) For the word "establishment" the word "despatch" should be substituted, as this would
imply both a temporary and a permanent measure.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) accepted the second proposal. The first seemed to him to be rather
a serious matter. He had been profoundly moved by M. Yovanovitch's speech, but would it
be wise to provide for the employment of this method only in the event of new treaties being
concluded, and to exclude the possibility of sending representatives to other countries? The
consent of the Government concerned was a guarantee against excessive interference on the
part of the League. Moreover, this very procedure might be in the interests of the Governments
concerned.

M. HANOTAUX (France) explained that his amendment aimed at drawing the attention of
the Council and of the Powers to certain contingencies, and at showing that the League had
taken a clearly defined attitude with regard to certain eventualities. But the Council already
possessed such rights in the present circumstances. Why hamper the Council by adding a phrase
which would be open to different interpretations, as was shown by the present discussion?

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) respectfully asked M. Hanotaux not to insist on his amend-
ments, at least in their present form. It was correct that the League was entitled, as it had
done in the case of Albania, to send representatives, but the question had another bearing.
Experience had shown that the presence of envoys of the League produced a soothing effect,
which was largely due to their impartial character. The result of M. Hanotaux's first amend-
ment would be that until new treaties were concluded the Council would not be entitled to send
even a temporary agent, so that its existing powers would thereby be restricted. He would
prefer that proposal 3 should be omitted altogether if this amendment were not withdrawn,
for in that form it would reduce the present powers of the Council.

Moreover, the word "despatch" in place of the word "establishment" did not sufficiently
convey the idea that the representatives could reside in the country.

M. HANOTAUX (France) said that, personally, he would also prefer to omit proposal 3, and
it was only in a spirit of compromise that he had endeavoured to find the best wording.

It was, indeed, unnecessary to recall the provisions of the Covenant to make it clear that
proposal 3 was included in proposal I. This proposal recognised that the Council had, indeed,
the right and even the obligation to take action.

This action obviously applied to a State Member of the League. The innovation introduced
by proposal 3 was the insertion of a clause empowering the League to intervene in the event
of any future treaty being concluded with a State not a Member of the League.

He accepted the suggestion which Professor Murray had just made to him to the effect
that the words a "recognised" representative should be used.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) wished to propose an amendment, which would conciliate both
points of view. On the one hand thhod they shouldavoid causing undue alarm to any State Member
of the League, and M. Hanotaux had said that they should not show impatience in regard to
States which had very difficult problems to solve. But it was easy to suppose that a Member
of the League might be glad to accept the presence of a representative of the League.' On the
other hand, Professor Murray had drawn attention to the difficulties of appointing a permanent
representative of the League in certain other countries, and it was for this reason that M. Hano-
taux had proposed to limit the proposal to the case of new treaties. By adopting M. Hanotaux's
proposal, they would appear to confine the powers of the Council to certain regions and to declare
expressly that the Council could never employ this method elsewhere. He therefore proposed
that M. Hanotaux's amendment should be adopted with the modification that they should indi-
cate that it referred in particular to States which might sign new treaties.

M. HANOTAUX (France) stated that he agreed to this if there were no further opposition.

Professor MURRAY (South Africa) said that the French text of the two resolutions had been
adopted and that care should be taken to make the wording of the English text correspond.

M. YOVANOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes), speaking from a legal point
of view, recalled the fact that the question of the protection of minorities had not been provided
for by the Covenant. In signing this, the States had already abdicated part of their sovereignty;
certain countries had, even, as an exception, had to sign an additional Minorities Treaty. Legal

4
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experts would be able to appreciate the meaning of the words as an exception. Everything
which was an exception was strictly defined. He therefore asked that they should be content
with what was contained in the treaties without going further. States were jealous of their
sovereignty, and the despatch of permanent commissioners was liable to remind them of the
capitulations. If the proposal could not be entirely omitted they should confine themselves to the
original wording suggested by the French Delegate, especially in view of the fact that Article 1I
of the Minorities Treaties already gave the Council the power of instituting enquiries.

Professor MURRAY (South Africa) said that he was unable to withdraw proposal 3, to which
he attached the greatest importance. It contained absolutely nothing which encroached upon
the sovereignty of the States. It was only in certain cases and with the consent of the Govern-
ments, or at their request, that representatives would be sent.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) recalled the fact that the capitulations constituted pri-
vileges for certain Powers without the consent of the Government concerned. The League had
no material interests. It must be authorised to appoint agents entrusted with the interest of
humanity.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) wished to point out to the Committee the real difficulty which
justly preoccupied the different States, and he wished to impress upon them that they must
act with the greatest caution in so delicate a matter. The discussion had brought out the fact
that there were three classes of States:

I. States which had assumed no international obligations in regard to minorities.
2. States which, like Esthonia and Latvia, were at present negotiating with the Council,

and which had adopted a special point of view which was worthy of respect.
3. States which, either at the Peace Conference or subsequently, had signed Minorities

Treaties defining their obligations.

In regard to the execution of these treaties, the question of procedure arose, and it was a
very delicate one, for it was fundamental. Moreover, the States which had signed the treaties,
observing the course which this procedure was taking, were anxious to know whether the obli-
gations they had assumed would be imposed upon every State, or whether their own obligations
would be enlarged to the extent of involving new ones. He was not speaking on his own behalf,
but he quite understood that, if the States in question accepted new obligations, they wished
these obligations to be assumed by everyone, and he thought that the apprehensions of these
States, which had been so eloquently expressed by M. Yovanovitch,were perfectly legitimate.
They were now debating the whole question of the policy of the League in regard to minorities.
He noted with pleasure the calm atmosphere in which the discussion had been conducted, and
he paid a tribute of respect to Professor Murray, who had studied the question with such impar-
tiality.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) hoped that he could dispel the anxiety which had been
shown. He reminded M. Benes that proposal I did not extend the obligations of any State.
Proposal 4 was calculated to facilitate the fulfilment of these obligations. Proposal 5 suggested
that all States should act in the same manner as those which had special treaties. There remained
proposals 2 and 3. Even if proposal 2 could be considered as slightly extending the obligations
of States, proposal 3 applied to all the States in the world. It gave the right to send humani-
tarian consuls anywhere the League proposed. Its only object was to protect minorities through-
out the whole world.

M. HANOTAUX (France) asked if they were to understand that all States having minorities
might have representatives of the League sent to them.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) said that none of the proposals implied obligations.

M. HANOrAUX (France) stated that an entirely new question was being raised. Previously
it had been a question of treaties signed or to be signed; if they were to include all the States
of the world, the members of the Committee ought to consult their Governments.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the discussion should be adjourned until the following day.

The meeting rose at 6.45 p.m.
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15. MINORITIES

(Continuation of the discussion.)

M. TCHEOU WEI (China) spoke as follows : The Persian Delegate referred at the last meeting
of the Committee to the Eastern nations. Allow me to address you as a representative of the Far
East.

The Persian Delegate said that we Asiatics were often too timid in the face of great problems
discussed at international conferences.

Do not believe, gentlemen, that our timidity is due to a pacific attitude. We realise the
significance, as other nations, of the subtle diplomacy which is being carried on here, elsewhere,
and everywhere. Our polite silence does not imply tacit approval, and our history, as regards
its international aspect, has never neglected any of the important European factors. I should
be glad to see Europeans reading Chinese as well as I am able to read French. In that case they
would be able to tell you that the peoples of the Far East are not at all timid, and that they have
their own judgments upon things, based on an absolute impartiality, and, above all, on the prin-
ciples of morality and virtue--a virtue which includes even that of yielding before the enemy.
Confucius taught us that when people are ill-treated, they should never reply by brutal force,
but give their enemies an opportunity to repent, when they would become their friends. He
thought that we should give our enemies what they wished to take by force and thus to satisfy
them.

Gentlemen, if this timidity is not altogether contemptible, I would recommend it to the mino-
rities which allege that they are oppressed, and to the majorities which are alleged to be the
oppressors.

The oppressed and the oppressors, the victims and the vanquished, should be a little more
timid, love their neighbours, and not do to others what they do not wish should be done to them.
Thus, they would realise the pacification of Europe and give a good example to the rest of the
world. Such is the ardent recommendation of the Chinese nation.

Now I come to the practical point at issue, and declare myself in agreement with the spirit
of the resolution of Professor Murray, whom I congratulate on the accomplishment of his difficult
task. I would further bring to your notice the following fact: China has numerous minorities
of Chinese race, which are numbered by millions and have been spread for centuries throughout
the neighbouring countries of China, and even in distant countries beyond the sea. These mino-
rities have been, and still are to-day treated in a fashion altogether peculiar and illegal. I do
not insist further on this point. I only desire to associate myself with the opinions here expressed
by several delegates in favour of considering whether a general convention might not be desirable
for the protection of minorities throughout the world.

In conclusion, I pay a brotherly tribute to the noble country of Switzerland, and express the
desire that the question of minorities may be settled as happily as it has been settled here in this
admirable miniature League of Nations-the Swiss Confederation.

M. SCIALOJA (Italy) apologised for not having attended the meetings of the Sixth Committee
as often as he could have wished, but he had been detained by work on another Committee.

At the previous day's meeting, a modification had been made in Professor Murray's second
proposal which appeared to be one of phraseology, but which really affected the substance. He
himself had proposed the phrase "that, should the circumstances require it, an appeal should be
made without hesitation"-an intentionally elastic phrase, for it referred not only to the Mem-
bers of the Council but also to the other parties. The Committee had adopted a text which
recommended that Members of the Council should appeal, etc. From this it would appear that
the reference to a possible hesitation applied only to Members of the Council, whereas the recom-
miendation should be addressed to all parties. The Committee's decision was not a res judicata,

-and could therefore be reconsidered.
Moreover, the expression "without hesitation" was courteous, for there was nothing repre-

hensible in hesitation. Was there not, however, a tinge of rudeness in the expression "without
unnecessary delay"?

He believed that Professor Murray had a fresh proposal to make with regard to proposal 3.
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Whatever might be the ultimate decision of the Committee, they must not afford even the
shadow of a pretext for believing that the League was unwilling to undertake the responsibility
of the protection of minorities, or that there had been any direct intention of deleting the pro-
posal which dealt more especially with the protection of minorities.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) declared himself in agreement with the Italian delegate, and, without
reopening the discussion on proposal 2, he desired to dispel a misapprehension. It must be borne
in mind that proposal 2 did not in any way apply to the Council but to its Members, i.e. the
States which composed it, taken separately. In support of his argument, the delegate read
Article 12 of the Polish Minorities Treaties : If a dispute arose between any one Member of the
Council and a State signatory to the treaties, either party might refer directly to the Court, i. e.
without appeal to the Council. The Council, as a body, therefore, was not concerned. The
expression "without delay" was merely intended to encourage Members of the Council not to
hesitate to refer directly to the Court.

The CHAIRMAN stated that, after the remarks he had just heard, it was desirable to resume
the discussion of proposal 3. As he had hoped on the previous day, fresh ideas had come to him
in the meantime. Unofficial conversations had been held between various members, and a con-
clusion had been reached. Professor Murray was prepared to withdraw proposal 3, but he would
like the following motion to be inserted in the minutes:

"Professor Gilbert Murray further pointed out that in certain cases of mixed popu-
lation, where conflicts were frequent and serious, order had frequently been maintained
and tranquillity restored by the mere presence of'consuls or other representatives of
foreign Governments, who could impartially report on events and bring to bear the
influence of a wider public opinion.

"He observed that cases might arise in which the presence of resident represen-
tatives of the League might have an even more beneficent effect in view of the disin-
terestedness and the moral prestige possessed by the League, and suggested that the Coun-
cil might well consider the desirability in suitable cases of employing such representa-
tives, with the consent of the Government concerned, to allay public excitement and
gradually to restore tranquillity in disturbed districts.

"The Committee felt the force of these observations and wished to place them on
record, but, considering the variety of possible contingencies which might have to be
met, and the wide discretion in the hands of the Council for meeting them, thought best
not to embody the proposals in a definite resolution."

M. OSUSKY (Czechoslovakia), on behalf of the Czechoslovak Delegation, expressed his
satisfaction at the discussion which had taken place on the previous day, and which, for the first
time, had made it possible to go thoroughly into one of the most important problems for the
peace of Europe. He was in a position to assert-for he spoke with a full knowledge of the facts
-that that discussion had rendered the greatest possible services to the cause which was being
defended. The Committee had warmly appreciated the arguments developed by Professor Mur-
ray, no less than the eloquent speech of his friend, the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes, and the legal arguments of M. Benes. Professor Murray's new proposal
clearly took into account the statements which had been made, and the Czechoslovak delegate
accepted it with the greatest pleasure.

Professor Gilbert MURRAY (South Africa) thanked the representatives of the States where
minorities are such a burning question for the moderation which they had shown in dealing with
this difficult problem and in allowing a candid and free discussion, fully conscious of the great
services which mutual loyalty and good-will can render.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) was of opinion that the whole Committee might congratulate
i tself on having arrived at a happy issue to a difficult discussion which had been carried on with
good humour, good-will and good sense. It must not be supposed, however, that, because the
third proposal had been withdrawn, the British Government was in the slightest degree relaxing
its efforts in its desire and determination to protect minorities in Asia Minor.

M. REYNALD (France) stated that, though a French delegate had taken part in the negotiations
which had led to the drafting of that text, it must not be inferred that a French delegate had
in any way wished to hinder the protection of minorities.

The CHAIRMAN stated that, as no one else wished to speak, the decisions proposed during
the course of the meeting weere unanimously accepted.

The Committee, upon the advice of the Sub-Committee, further adopted M. Benes proposal,
which had also been submitted to the Sub-Committee (Annex 6).

M. GRIPENBERG (Finland) reminded the Committee that his colleague on the Finnish Dele-
gation, whilst associating himself with Professor Murray's idea, had proposed that the Committee
should recommend to the Assembly the appointment of a special Committee instructed to inves-
tigate the question of national minorities exhaustively and to submit a report to the Fourth
Assembly.

The discussions which had taken place in the Sixth Committee showed the necessity for a
detailed investigation of this vast problem and the importance of constituting such a Committee.
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As Lord Robert Cecil had said, the protection of national minorities had now become a matter
of public international law. But obscure points still remained, a few of which the delegate was
anxious to mention. In his fifth proposal, Professor Murray used the expression : "at least as
high a standard of justice and toleration". But absolute justice and toleration had not yet been
clearly defined in this connection.

In certain countries, national minorities formed homogeneous groups inhabiting clearly
defined territory. In others, they were scattered throughout the land, mingling with the majo-
rity. It was obvious that the protection of minorities could not be effected by the same rules
in both instances.

The Esthonian delegate had said that the actual conception of a minority was not sufficiently
clear and well-defined. What was the number of nationals requisite to constitute a national
minority? What was meant by cultural autonomy? How should it be organised? For all
these reasons, and because the protection of minorities was one of the most noble aims of the
League in its capacity of guardian of peace and justice, he insisted that his colleague's proposal
should be dealt with.

Such an investigation would have the most important results, not only in enlightening public
opinion but to a certain extent as a guide to the League and its organisations in deciding in a
particular case whether a national minority had been treated in accordance with the principles
generally recognised as applicable, or whether the League should be called upon to intervene.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) saw no particular objection to the proposals of the Finnish
delegate. It would certainly be useful for the Council to consider the question from every point
of view and to ascertain whether it was desirable to develop' existing organisations. He would
ask permission, however, to point out that the investigation that was to be undertaken by the
special Committee must not be invoked by certain States as a reason for not carrying out the
obligations which they had entered into towards minorities. He recalled the Assembly's recom-
mendation of December I5th, 1920, and the declarations made in accordance with this recom-
mendation by Albania, Esthonia, Latvia and Lithuania; he was sure that no State had any intention
of evading the definite obligations which it had undertaken. Doubtless Finland had not had to
make any such declarations, but she had entered into engagements with reference to the Aaland
minorities. Moreover, she was, differently situated from the other States mentioned by M. Cle-
menceau, inasmuch as she had been an independent State for some centuries. it would therefore
be incorrect to say that Finland had had special treatment; there should be no exceptions to the
principle.

M. PUSTA (Esthonia) wished to withdraw the proposal he had made at the meeting of Sep-
tember I3th, as Finland's proposal went further and was more complete. The delegate for South
Africa had referred to engagements undertaken by Esthonia and Latvia. Esthonia, as a younger
sister of Finland, claimed the same degree of antiquity as that country. On December I5th, I920,
both countries were in the same position, but the Council took note of the internal legislation of
Finland only, whereas Esthonia had to settle with the Council the measures she was to adopt.
The delegate simply demanded for his country the same treatment as Finland had received.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) was of the same opinion as his colleague of South Africa in finding
no particular objection to the Finnish proposal. However, he would ask his Finnish colleague
if he still wished to press the proposal after hearing two remarks which he wished to put forward :

(I) The increase in the Secretariat would certainly make it possible for the Council to obtain
all the necessary information.

(2) Would not the States refuse the increase in expense entailed by the creation of a special
Committee? Would not the existing organisation, namely the Secretariat, be sufficient to attain
the end in view?

Finally, if the majority of the Powers accepted the spirit of Professor Murray's proposals,
the Council would not be called upon to consider disputes on questions of principle, but indi-
vidual difficulties concerning Esthonia and Latvia. The assistance of an increased Secretariat
would be sufficient for the Council. Would not the Finnish delegate consider waiving the request
for a Committee with such extended powers, for this year at least?

M. GRIPENBERG (Finland) stated in reply that Finland was not directly interested in the
question. One of the reasons which influenced the decision of his colleague was that a Committee
consisting of representatives of the States interested might arrive at its objective more readily
than the Secretariat, to whose activity and competence he paid tribute. The question of the
expense had not occurred to him, but it might perhaps be possible to discuss the matter with
the Fourth Committee.

M. REYNALD (France) also urged the Finnish delegate to yield to Mr. Fisher's arguments.
Besides the financial motive, he would invoke another reason. The vote that had just been passed
showed the path the Committee wished to follow: i.e. to leave the Council full liberty to decide
what steps were to be taken. The assistance of the increased Secretariat would provide the
Council with all the information it needed. It was doubtful whether the minorities would benefit
by the creation of a Committee which would have to collect documentary information and to find
a. definition of majorities and minorities. It would be preferable to rely on the actual decisions
that the Council would take in this matter when dealing with concrete cases. In such a delicate
question, involving so many varied interests, it was useless to increase the difficulties of the Council
by texts which were too rigid, and which would not give the minorities any better guarantee.
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Knowing the great importance attached by the Assembly to the question of minorities, the Council
would guarantee their rights by the best possible means.

M. GRIPENBERG (Finland) asked whether M. Colban could give any data as to the probable
cost of the Finnish proposal.

M. COLBAN (Director of the Administrative Commissions and Minorities Section) reminded
the meeting that the Fourth Committee had been asked for a supplementary creditof Ioo,ooofrancs
for I923. The carrying out by the Section of the resolutions previously voted would exhaust
the whole of that credit. Fresh credits would have to be asked for if a special Committee were
created. The amount of the expenses would depend on the number of members of the Com-
mittee. Representatives of the Governments interested had been mentioned; the latter could
be divided into three groups:

(I) States that were neutral in the matter;
(2) Those having large minorities in their territory;
(3) Those whose compatriots, by race, formed important minorities in neighbouring States.
Taking seven to nine delegates, each receiving an allowance of 70 gold francs a day, he would

estimate an expenditure of about Ioo,ooo francs for one year.

M. PUSTA (Esthonia) recognised the weight of the arguments put forward by the British
and French delegates. However, would not the Secretariat have more difficulty than the Com-
mittee of investigation in finding satisfactory solutions? Would that sufficiently meet the im-
portant proposal of the Finnish delegate? If the latter consented, the Esthonian delegate would
propose submitting the Finnish proposal to the'Council for consideration.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) replied that the Council would be informed of the results of the
Committee's discussions and would learn of the wish expressed by the Finnish delegate that the
whole question should be thoroughly investigated. He asked what was the precise object of
this proposal. If legal questions were involved, doubtless the Council would not fail to instruct
a Committee of jurists to examine them, with better results than would be obtained by an inter-
national Committee.

M. GRIPENBERG (Finland), though still maintaining his previous arguments, declared himsel
willing to yield to budgetary considerations and to withdraw his proposal. He asked that it should
be mentioned in the minutes.

The CHAIRMAN promised that this would be done.
He asked the Committee to appoint a Rapporteur.

After M. OSUSKY (Czechoslovakia) and Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) had spoken, the
Committee decided to instruct M. Motta to draw up the draft report.

16. MANDATES

The CHAIRMAN called upon Dr. Nansen, Chairman of the Sub-Committee on Mandates, to
speak.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) read the report of the Sub-Committee (Annex 7).

The CHAIRMAN thanked Dr. Nansen for his remarkable report. He thought it would be
opportune to insert, as a preamble, a draft resolution, which he read (Annex 8).

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) pointed out that an allusion was made in the report to a
question in which South Africa was directly concerned. He wished to repeat what he had said
on this subject before the Sub-Committee. Although the South African Government did not
see any necessity for a resolution on this point, since it was itself instituting an enquiry, he did
not wish to appear to oppose this motion in any way. The first delegate of South Africa would
postpone his statement of the views of his Government until the question was brought before
the Assembly.

With regard to the second part of the second resolution, the South African Government had
already taken all the steps indicated therein. There was no need to add that he was in entire
and cordial agreement with the spirit of this resolution.

Sir Francis BELL (New Zealand) stated, as a member of the Government of one of the man-
datory Powers, that he was in entire agreementwith the sentiments expressed in the draft reso-
lution, which was to serve as a preamble to the report.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) asked whether it would not be well, at the end of the first reso-
lution relating to petitions, to add, after the words "mandatory Power", the words "and of the
Couicil" .
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M. RAPPARD (Director of the Mandates Section) explained that, in accordance with the
British proposal on the subject, the Permanent Commission would have to undertake a kind of
preliminary selection in order to avoid the useless accumulation of irrelevant matter.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) thanked M. Rappard for these explanations and did not insist
on his proposal.

M. MATSUDA (Japan) declared himself, as a representative of a mandatory Power, in entire
agreement with Dr. Nansen's report.

Te report ohe r t Sub-Committee, supplemented by the preamble, was unanimously approved.

The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m.



SEVENTH MEETING

Held on September i8th, 1922, at 3 p.m.

Jr-nkheer LOUDON in the Chair.

17. MINORITIES

(Continuation of the discussion.)

The CHAIRMAN called upon M. Motta, Rapporteur, to read the report of the Sub-Committee.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) explained that, in making his report, he had felt it his duty to state
the facts elicited in the course of the discussions and that he had intentionally refrained from
reporting the details of the discussion itself. He then read the report (Annex 9).

The report was unanimously adopted wzithout discussion.

i8. PROTEST BY THE LITHUANIAN GOVERNMENT (Annex io)

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the question on the agenda included only
some of the subjects which the Lithuanian Delegation had brought to the notice of the Assembly.
The report of the Committee on Agenda stated the reasons why that body considered it impossible
to reopen the discussion with regard to the legal and political status of Vilna. As the incidents
had taken place in a territory the status of which was not yet defined from an international point
of view, the matter could not be referred directly to the Council, which, if circumstances had been
different, would have had to deal with a case for the application of the Minorities Treaties. When
the Council had found it necessary to abandon the attempt to settle the Vilna question, it had
reserved the right, by its resolution of January I3th, I922, to institute enquiries, if necessary
and it was in this way that Colonel Chardigny, at Vilna, and Major Keenan, at Kovno, had been
requested to furnish reports. In May the Council addressed a further appeal to the two
Governments with a view to obtaining the adoption of measures of clemency. That appeal had,
unfortunately, been without effect.

M. SIDZIKAUSKAS (Lithuania) expressed approval of the decision of the Committee on Agenda
but regretted that it had refused to put on the agenda all the questions raised by the Lithuanian
Government. The acts committed by Poland constituted a serious failure on the part of that
country to fulfil its obligations---a failure which the League could not ignore. The Lithuanian
Delegation noted, indeed, with satisfaction the declaration of the Committee on Agenda empha-
sising the fact that the Council's decision of January I3th, 1022, which expressed disapproval of
the elections conducted by Poland in the disputed territory, retained its full force and was appli-
cable to the new elections which the Polish Government proposed to hold. That declaration
would strengthen the population of Vilna in its almost religious faith in the League of Nations.

He referred to the terms of his note of September 6th, 1922, containing details with regard
to the severe measures adopted in dealing with the non-Polish population in the Vilna territory.
He gave an explanation of the legal and international status of the Lithuanian lands of Vilna
known as the "disputed territory" and showedt hat the question at issue was a political problem
which had nothing to do with the protection of minorities.

He gave an historical survey of the question and enumerated various international acts in
which Lithuania's claim to Vilna had been recognised: the Peace Treaty between Lithuania and
Russia of July I2th, I920; the Treaty between Lithuania and Poland, signed at Souvalki on Octo-
ber 7th, I920; the decision of the Allied and Associated Powers of November 8th, 1919 (the Curzon
liine); the decisions of the Council of the League of September 20th, i920, and September 20th,
1921. The unlawful appeal to force of General Zeligowski had not prevailed against those
treaties. The Polish Minorities Treaty could not rightly be extended to a territory which never
had been and never would be Polish. Further, it should be remembered that the Polish element
constituted the minority of the population and that the purely Lithuanian population was in an
absolute majority in the districts of Vilna, Troki and Svenciany.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) asked leave to interrupt the Lithuanian Delegate in order
to raise a point of order. The discussion should be kept within the limits imposed on the
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Committee by the Assembly, which had decided that no question regarding the status of Vilna could
be raised and that the Committee should only deal with the accusations made by Lithuania
against Poland with regard to violence and illegal acts which it was alleged that the Government
of the latter country had committed against the Lithuanian population of Vilna. If the Lithua-
nian Delegate were to raise questions which had been excluded from the discussion, the Polish
Delegate would have the right to reply, and they would begin the discussions of last year over
again.

The CHAIRMAN agreed with the South African Delegate. He presumed that the Lithuanian
Delegate had merely wished to pave the way for the essential part of his statement. The Chair-
man begged him to limit his remarks to the questions on the agenda.

M. SIDZIKAUSKAS (Lithuania) explained that he had merely wished to consider whether the
intervention of the League was practicable in the disputed territory. He then passed on to the
consideration of the present situation at Vilna.

The Polish administration, which was unable to enforce its will against the overwhelming
majority of the population, among which Lithuanians, white Russians and Jews formed approxi-
mately 90 % of the total figure, directed its activities against educational and religious institutions.
Schools were closed, professors and priests were imprisoned, the Press was muzzled and pogroms
were organised. Measures of intimidation were employed against the rural population with the
object, doubtless, of preparing the ground for a possible plebiscite and of punishing the people
for not having taken part in the elections to the so-called Diet of Vilna. The Polish Government
was trying to raise a conscript army by force and it punished the parents of youths who did not
come forward for enlistment.

In the two annexes to his note of September 6th he had brought actual cases to the notice
of the Assembly. He drew attention to others to which the Commission of Control of the League
and the Press of Vilna bore witness. He also noted the action taken by Polish military organi-
sations, composed of soldiers dressed as civilians, who terrorised the population. The Lithuanian
Government considered that the situation in the disputed territories had become intolerable,
especially since the recall of the Commission of Control. The facts complained of were calculated
to disturb the good relations between nations, which were essential for the maintenance of peace.
The Lithuanian Government had the honour, in a friendly spirit, to bring this matter to the atten-
tion of the Assembly. The Lithuanian Delegation begged the Sixth Committee to propose to the
Assembly to despatch a Commission of Enquiry which would include representatives of the Lithua-
nian and Polish Governments, and which would present a report to the Council and to the Fourth
Assembly if the dispute between Lithuania and Poland had not been settled before that date.
The Delegation further requested the Committee to propose to the Council the appointment of
a permanent Commissioner of the League in the disputed territory of Vilna. A decision of the
Assembly in that sense would prove to the population of the territory that the League was not
indifferent to its welfare; it might exercise a salutary influence on Polish policy towards Lithuania,
who was anxious to live on good terms with Poland, and it might also create an atmosphere of
mutual confidence which would be favourable to the solution of this grave problem.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) remarked that the Lithuanian Delegate had chosen to repeat by
word of mouth accusations which were already only too well known in writing. They had been
twice brought to the notice of the Council and of the Assembly. Fresh accusations, which were
quite as scandalous as the others, had just been added. He wished to protest against them with
the utmost vigour. He had already replied to them in reasoned notes to the Council; he did not
desire to repeat what he had already said, and he would merely refer to certain facts which had
been established. Not only were all the Lithuanian schools carrying on their work, but there
were 50 of then this year as compared with 40 last year; freedom was enjoyed by all the Lithua-
nian newspapers in spite of their attacks against the administrative authorities of the territory;
33 persons who had been arrested for breaches of the peace had all been set at liberty at the request
of the Council. There was no longer a single Lithuanian in prison for political reasons in the Vilna
territory nor in the whole of Poland, whereas at Kowno 200 Poles had been imprisoned for three
years and 12 of them had died in prison. The Lithuanian Delegate had spoken of pogroms and
of methods worse than those of the Russian Cheka. It was not necessary to reply to such accu-
sations, which were quite unsubstantiated; he denied the truth of them in the most explicit manner.
As regards torture, the matter had already been mentioned in the Lithuanian Note to the Council
of August g9th. He recalled the principal passages in the reply made by the Polish Government
to this Note, which was identical with that of September 6th. This reply appeared as an annex
to Document A. 64. 1922. VII.

To sum up, he refused to discuss the accusations made by the Lithuanian Delegate:
(I) Because such a discussion could serve no useful purpose, since the Committee was not

in a position to judge as to the accuracy or inaccuracy of the accusations;
(2) Because the Lithuanian Government had already brought the same complaints to the

notice of the Council, which was therefore aware of them;
(3) Because consideration by the Council of the accusations did not, as M. Hymans had pointed

out in his report on behalf of the Committee of Five, in any way prejudice the political question
which had been excluded from the discussion;

(4) Because the political question which had definitely been eliminated could not be reintro-
duced by the indirect channel of the question of minorities;

(5) Because Article I I of the Covenant provided for recourse to the Assembly or to the Council,
but not to both;

(6) Because the maximum amount of protection was ensured to minorities, by the Council,



- 34 

in virtue of the Treaties (Article 12 of the Polish Treaty), and the Council could, at its discretion,
decide to send or not to send commissions of enquiry, and because in any case, if the Lithuanian
Government was only moved by real solicitude for the Lithuanian population, it could leave the
matter in the hands of the Council, as indeed it had already done.

The Polish Delegation was not trying to evade discussion; on the contrary, the Government
wished to lay before the Council proof of the unfounded character of these accusations. It was
for this reason that he asked the Committee to say that the only natural solution was to refer the
whole matter to the Council and thus to enable the Lithuanian Government to prove its accusations
and to enable the Polish Government to show that they were without foundation.

Sir P. S. SIVASWAMY AIYER (India) was of opinion that it was impossible for the 51 members
of the Committee to enter upon a technical discussion or to come to a decision in a dispute as to
facts. He proposed to submit the preliminary question raised by Poland to a committee of
jurists.

Mr. H. A. L. FISHER (British Empire) expressed agreement with the view of his Indian col-
league that the Committee was not a tribunal which was qualified to sift these questions of fact.
On the other hand, the preliminary question had already been settled by the Assembly. He
suggested that the whole matter should be referred to the Council for examination.

M. SIDZIKAUSKAS (Lithuania) thought there was no occasion to reply to the Polish Delegate;
contradictory assertions were made respecting the facts, but only an impartial enquiry could
establish the truth. He was, however, anxious to deny, in explicit terms, the statement that
two hundred Poles were in Lithuanian prisons. The Polish commission of enquiry to which
M. Askenazy had alluded when quoting his note to the Council did not inspire him with confidence.
Everything tended to show that it was on this occasion that the population of the disputed terri-
tory had complained of ill-treatment by the Polish detachments. Moreover, in this connection,
they were not dealing with a question coming under the head of the protection of minorities, and
further, it could not be stated that the Lithuanian Government had submitted the question to the
Council, as its letter dated August I9th had merely been sent to the Secretary-General for infor-
mation. In conclusion, he thought his Polish colleague would not oppose the proposal which
he had the honour to submit:

"The Sixth Committee suggests that the Assembly should adopt the following pro-
posal: 

"The Assembly of the League of Nations, having been notified in a friendly way
by the Government of the Republic of Lithuania under Article 1 of the Covenant of
the way in which the Polish Government is administering the disputed territory at
Vilna, moved by the intolerable situation in which the non-Polish population of this
territory is placed, occupied as it is by Poland as a result of the coup de force of General
Zeligowski, being unable at the moment to decide upon the facts to which attention
is drawn by the Lithuanian Government

"Decides to send to Vilna a Commission of Enquiry composed of representatives of
.of .. and of . .. . . . . . . . . . .

to which shall be added a representative of the Lithuanian Government and a represen-
tative of the Polish Government, and to entrust to this Commission the duty of making
an enquiry on the spot, and of presenting a report to the Council and to the next Assem-
bly, if the Polish-Lithuanian dispute concerning Vilna has not been settled at the time
of the next Assembly.

"The Assembly begs the Council to contemplate the possibility of sending to the
disputed territory of Vilna a resident commissioner of the League of Nations."

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) was of opinion that the Committee would recognise that it was diffi-
cult to decide whether the charges or the refutations were well founded.

Moreover, the Assembly could scarcely identify itself with the views of Lithuania, and itself
appoint a Commission of Enquiry. Doubtless they were not dealing here with a minorities ques-
tion, but nevertheless the case was closely related to a question of that nature. If Vilna was,
indeed, finally assigned to Poland, it was clear that the protection of the Lithuanian section of
the population would be the concern of the League, and the body which would have to protect
them would be the Council, or rather, its individual Members, who might even go as far as sub-
mitting the case to the Permanent Court of International Justice.

Lithuania complained of the unfair treatment inflicted upon the Lithuanian population of
Vilna. Poland challenged the truth of these statements. As the British Delegate had pointed
out, the best course to adopt would be to refer the question to the Council and to call its atten-
tion to the seriousness of the situation. At the same time, the Assembly would be acting within
its rights if it took advantage of this opportunity to support the appeal'which had been addressed
to Poland and Lithuania, and to call upon both parties to adopt measures of good-will and conci-
liation. He believed that he was voicing the opinion of all the countries represented on the Com-
mittee by requesting the two nations to negotiate, not as enemies, but as States which, by dis-
playing good-will, might become friends. The population ought not to suffer as a result of the
disputes which divided the Governments. The sufferings endured in the past should teach mutual
magnanimity in the future.

The CHAIRMAN believed that it was the desire of the Committee that the question should
be referred to the Council.
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Lord Robert CECIL (South -Africa) stated that it was clear that the Committee could not
decide upon the merits of the dispute. Moreover, as the matter had already been submitted to
the Council, the Assembly could not now take it in hand. M. Motta had suggested making an
appeal to both parties. He recognised the generous feelings which had inspired the suggestion,
but he could hardly bring himself to believe that such an appeal would prove more successful
than the previous ones. He was therefore of opinion that the matter should be left in the hands
of the Council. Personally, he favoured a recommendation to the Council that it should consider
whether the despatch of a temporary or a permanent commission, to enquire into the facts and
to act as a mediator, might not be expedient. They had already had a precedent in another
part of Europe, and the results had proved successful.

He proposed the following resolution:

"The Sixth Comrittee, having heard the allegations made by the delegate of Lithua-
nia and the reply made by the delegate of Poland, recommends that, since the Council
is in possession of the questions raised, the matter should be left in the hands of the
Council, with a suggestion that it should consider the despatch of a commission, either
permanent or temporary, to enquire into and report upon the truth of the allegations."

M. HYMANS (Belgium) stated that, for his part, he agreed as to the advisability of referring
the question to the Council, but he was doubtful if it would/be prudent to attach any suggestions
to this reference. At the instance of the Council, enquiries had been made by'Colonel Chardigny
and Major Keenan, who had discharged their duties with tact and skill. It might not perhaps
be desirable to tie the hands of the Council by suggestions which might almost amount to ins-
tructions. He believed that it would prove wiser to trust the Council to choose the best solution,
especially in view of the fact that the despatch of a commission might not be attended with the
results anticipated, and, instead of calming angry passions, might have the effect of still further
exciting them.

M. SIDZIKAUSKAS (Lithuania) stated that he was ready to withdraw his proposal and to adopt
that of Lord Robert Cecil, but it would be difficult for him to accept the motion of A1'. Motta, whom
he thanked, however, for his sympathetic remarks. The reference in that motion to measures
of good-will and conciliation seemed to identify the situation in Lithuania with the situation in
the disputed territory of Vilna.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) stated that he was willing to meet the objections raised by the
Lithuanian Delegate and agreed to withdraw the latter part of his motion containing the appeal
to good-will and conciliation. He would be perfectly satisfied if the sentiments of the Assembly
were made known in Lithuania and Poland. Moreover, there was only a very slight difference
between the motion of the South African Delegate and his own. He proposed that the matter
should be referred to the Council, with a request that it should give it the closest attention, while
Lord Robert Cecil suggested that the Council should consider the despatch of permanent or tem-
porary commissions. Such a suggestion was implied in the proposal of the Swiss Delegate since
the Council had already reserved such a right. It was sufficient to take note of the fact and
to leave the Council free to adopt whatever course it thought desirable. He requested his South
African and Lithuanian colleagues to support his proposal.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) expressed his full agreement with M. Motta, except on one
point: The Committee had before it accusations brought by one Member State against another.
Such a situation, from a legal point of view, contained features justifying the despatch of
a commission of enquiry. He was even of opinion that it would be necessary to send a per-
manent commission to remove the friction existing between the two parties. If the minutes
stated that M. Motta regarded his proposal as directed towards the same object as his own, i.e.
the despatch of a commission, and, if necessary, a commissioner, he said that on that condition
alone he would accept M. Motta's proposal.

M. HYMANS (Belgium) reminded the Committee of the decision of the Council of January I5th,
I922, in accordance with which, "both parties will consent to its sending representatives to the
spot". The idea of sending commissioners was contained in those words. It might be submitted
again. -

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) noted that there was a difference not of meaning but only of method
between Lord Robert Cecil's motion and his own. The report would communicate this suggestion
to the Council, and would add that it might be a convenient method for re-establishing the actual
facts of the matter and harmony between the parties.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) stated that he was in complete agreement with his Swiss
colleague.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) stated that he was unable to vote for a resolution which might
in any way bind the Council. The Committee had heard Lithuania's accusations and Poland's
reply. It was not even its duty to inform the Council. Moreover, it could not be said that any
facts had been established which would necessarily justify the holding of an enquiry. In his
opinion, the matter should merely be referred to the Council.
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M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said that it was clearly understood that his resolution contained
nothing which might be taken as binding the Council's hands.

M. HYMANS (Belgium) was also of opinion that the Council's liberty of action remained
unaffected.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) concurred in M. Motta's proposal. To suggest to the Council that
a commission be sent out would be to prejudge the truth of the allegations made, whereas the
South African Delegate had himself recognised that the Committee could not form any opinion
as to the merits of the two opposing cases. Moreover, he regretted the deletion from M. Motta's
motion of that part which referred to an appeal to good-will and conciliation, and, in order to
render the voting more easy, he proposed that the resolution should be voted on in sections, on
account of the opposition of his Lithuanian colleague to the latter part.

The CHAIRMAN called attention to the fact that M. Motta had already, of his own accord,
deleted this part of his motion.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) expressed regret that this part should have been deleted.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) explained that he thought it would be prudent to delete this
paragraph, as it was useless if one of the parties considered it to be so; he was of the opinion that
within the Leage all susceptibilities should be respected.

However, in the Assembly it would be permissible for the Rapporteur to make this appeal
verbally.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) wished to lay stress upon the fact that he agreed to both parts of

the resolution. He supported the proposal that the Rapporteur should make a recommendation
of this nature when speaking in the Assembly.

M. SIDZIKAUSKAS (Lithuania) concurred in M. Motta's proposal in its last form and as inter-
preted by Lord Robert Cecil.

He hoped that the Council would not hesitate to send a commission of enquiry. As regarded

the appeal which the Rapporteur might make in the course of his speech before the Assembly,

the required distinction should be drawn between the position in Lithuania and the position in

that part of Lithuania which was occupied by Polish forces.

The Committee unanimously adopted M. Motta's proposal in the following form

"The Assembly of the League of Nations, in virtue of its resolution No. 2 of Sep-
tember 15th, I922;

"Having heard the complaints of the Lithuanian Government relating to the treat-
ment of non-Polish populations in the Vilna district;

"And havihg also heard the replies of the Polish Delegate to these accusations;
,"In view of the fact that the questions thus raised are among those with which

the Council-after having drawn up its final recommendation for the settlement of the
Polish-Lithuanian Dispute-reserved to itself, by its resolution of January I3th, I922,
the right to deal, if necessary by requesting the two Governments to allow it to send
representatives to the spot for the purpose of making a report;

"In view of the fact that the Council has already made use of the powers which it

thus reserved to itself and that its intervention in this matter is inconformity with its

general activities in regard to the protection of minorities:
"The Assembly refers to the Council for its special consideration the question which

has been submitted to it by the Lithuanian Government."

At the suggestion of Mr. FISHER (British Empire), M. MOTTA was unanimously appointed
Rapporteur on the question which had just been discussed.

19. THE QUESTION OF SLAVERY

The CHAIRMAN asked Dr. Nansen, President of the Sub-Committee on Mandates and Slavery,

to address the Committee.

Dr. NANSEN (Norway) read his report (Annex II).

The report was adopted unanimously.

20. M. DE BROUCKERE'S PROPOSAL FOR A RESOLUTION CONCERNING GEORGIA

(Annex 12).

At the request of M. Fisher and M. Hymans, M. de Brouckere was asked to make a statement

to the Committee in support of his proposal.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium) stated that he was at the disposal of the Committee, but that,
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as he had not expected this discussion, he had not with him the necessary documents and would
prefer to make his statement at a later meeting if this would not interfere with the work of the
Committee.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) was of the opinion that the question was too important not to be
considered in detail.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the discussion would be postponed until a later meeting.

The Committee rose at 5.50 p.m.



EIGHTH MEETING

Held on September 20tb, 1922, at 3.j0 p.m.

Jonkheer LOUDON in the Chair.

21. GEORGIA: PROPOSAL BY M. DE BROUCKERE

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium), having recalled the text of his proposal (Annex I2), stated
that he had given much thought to it before submitting it to the Assembly and he wished to
point out the main reasons underlying it. As a matter of fact, the question had been placed
before the Assembly at the very beginning of the session, as the memorandum addressed to the
Secretariat by the Georgian Government had been brought to the notice of the Assembly, drawing
its attention to the situation of Georgia and appealing for the help of the League of Nations.
The Georgian Government, by whom this appeal was issued, was a legitimate Government in
the sense in which the word was used in that Assembly, that is to say, it was based upon the
national will and was recognised as a Government by the other nations. He recalled Georgia's
long period of past independence, her voluntary union with Russia in the I8th century, the act
of violence committed in 1803, and lastly-after the war-her declaration of independence in
1918, which was confirmed in I919 by a properly elected Constituent Assembly, which had never
failed in its loyal support of the Government from whom the appeal had emanated. The legiti-
mate character of this Government was demonstrated no less clearly abroad than at home; it
was recognised de jure by the Allied Powers on January 26th, 1921, and afterwards by other
countries, foremost among whom was Belgium and later the Argentine, Poland, Austria, Rou-
mania and many others. This act of recognition was the result of ripe reflection on the part
of the Powers and had indeed been consecrated by reason of the fact that it was accorded on
the very eve of the invasion of the country.

This legitimate Government had been driven from its territory by the Russian invader.
If it were claimed that it had thereby lost its legitimate character, the example of Belgium formed
an unanswerable reply.

The first State to recognise Georgia had been the Russian Federative Soviet Republic by
the Treaty concluded with Georgia on May 7th, 1920, in the first article of which the independence
of the country and the legitimacy of its Government were recognised. In Article 2, Russia
abjured any intervention in the affairs of Georgia. On February I5th in the following year
Georgia was invaded without any declaration of war, and without having given any provocation,
by the Soviet armies in co-operation with the Turkish armies, and it was at this time, when the
Government had to make a stand on two different fronts, that the power was seized by a foreign
element.

The speaker brought forward documentary evidence in proof of his statement, namely, the
report of the IIth Russian Army (December I8th, I920) giving the complete plan for the invasion
of Georgia, and also admissions made by Trotsky in his book entitled "Between Imperialism
and the Revolution", and by Radek, who had said in Berlin : "We invaded Georgia; we had to
do so-we needed oil." Further, he adduced the confessions of the very man who had been
appointed by the Soviet Republic to govern Georgia, Nagaradze, chief of the so-called Georgian
Communist Party, in a document dated December 6th, I92I. Two passages from this document
showed that the Communist chief had no illusions as to the attitude of the Georgian nation
towards the Communist regime.

Yet another authority might be quoted. At Genoa, on April 22nd, M. Motta and M. Branting
brought before the Political Commission a Note from the Georgian Government asking for inter-
vention on the part of the Powers in order to put an end to the occupation of Georgia by Russian
troops. M. Schanzer proposed that the Russian Delegation should be approached with a view
to obtaining the withdrawal of the Soviet troops and the restoration of the country's indepen-
dence. Men such as Mr. Lloyd George, on behalf of the British Government, and M. Barthou,
on behalf of the French Government, joined in this action.

And now to-day this same Georgian Government, possessing as it did all the elements of

legitimacy, turned to the League and pointed to its country, ravaged by war, recovering by
wonderful efforts, then ravaged anew by the armies of occupation and offering a spectacle of
desolation, misery, famine and plague. Could the League remain blind to all this?

It would be said that Georgia was not a Member of the League. When she applied in 1920

she had not been recognised by any Power, and, immediately after recognition was granted,
the invasion took place. If Georgia had been a Member, it would have been necessary to apply
the provisions of Article 10 of the Covenant. Would it have been possible at that time for even
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the most ardent friend of Georgia to consider her admission possible, in view of all the conse-
quences involved by the united action prescribed in the Covenant? But because Georgia was
not a Member, did it follow that the League had no duty towards her? In the recent past, the
League had not drawn any distinction between Greek and Armenian refugees. Moreover, Georgia
was attached to the technical organisations of the League and her Government corresponded
regularly with the League. The fact that she was not a Member only made one difference,
namely, that she could not plead Article 4; the Assembly, however, was entitled to do so. The
Assembly would not wish it to be said that there were oppressed peoples so small as to be
beneath its interest. Georgia was a distant country. The question of Georgia, however,
was bound up with the most serious of the League's present problems. Georgia was near
Constantinople, and already troops were concentrating at Batum; perhaps she would soon be
the military centre of an imperialism which steadily looked towards the Bosphorus. Georgia
was near Smyrna. She was near Armenia, and the Georgian and Armenian peoples would be
bound by the closest of bonds when they realised the need for mutual aid. Again, Georgia
was near both Baku and the Caspian Sea, and was on the road to Central Asia. It was true
that she was not near Bagdad, but she was not far from Adana

The Georgian question was not one of those theoretical problems which could be lightly
laid aside. The Genoa Conference had tried to ignore it, but the problem remained and would
always remain.

The speaker further pointed out that his proposal was less bold than the action taken at
Genoa. Its sole object was to ascertain obvious facts, and it gave promise for the future to an
oppressed people. The future alone would decide the means by which the Georgian people would
be able to return to their normal life and regain self-determination, but the League should make
it clear at once that its mission was to restore this vital part of the world to normal conditions.
This would not be a mere platonic wish, but a valuable encouragement to this oppressed people,
and other peoples as well, and they might be calmed by the knowledge that the League had not
forgotten them. The League would say to them "Patience, perseverance; the day of justice
will come."

The CHAIRMAN stated that he was voicing the opinion of the Committee in thanking the
Belgian delegate for his interesting, detailed and vigorous statement.

Mr. FISHER (British Empire) said that he had listened with much emotion to the eloquent
and clear speech of M. de Brouckere. Great Britain had always sympathised with this small
but brave and interesting people, which to-day was under the yoke of a foreign army. The
oppression of the small Caucasian republics by the Russian Soviets was an historic disaster.
Unfortunately there was no immediate prospect of saving Georgia. Everyone agreed that the
League could not remain indifferent to any cause in which humanity was at stake, but it was
undesirable to ask the Council to undertake political action which might involve the use of force.

On behalf of his Government, the speaker declared that at present he could see no means
of employing force for that purpose. He proposed to introduce a slight amendment into the
proposal in such a way as to demonstrate clearly that the League was still concerned with the
fate of the population of Georgia, and that it was anxious to follow the course of events in that
country, but also in such a way as to avoid binding the Council in any manner to any fixed
policy.

Lord Robert CECIL (South Africa) said that he warmly seconded the remarks of the British
Delegate. All who had read the document sent by the Georgian Minister at Paris, and who
had heard M. de Brouckere's speech, realised the sufferings which Georgia endured as a result
of unjustifiable military operations; but it was equally clear that the League of Nations should
restrict itself to taking practical steps and should avoid a visionary idealism; it must not attempt
to redress wrongs wherever they might exist. It was clear that no Power could, at the present
moment, take practical measures on behalf of Georgia, and no Member would plunge into a war
unless forced to do so-a possibility which it was to be hoped would not arise. The Belgian
Delegate's proposal, in the form in which it then existed, did not appear likely to produce any
practical result. ,

Indeed, it contained elements of danger. It might be regarded as an act of defiance to
the Soviet Government, for which the League could not take responsibility. Demonstrations
of defiance should not be made unless they could be supported. A still greater danger lay in the
fact that the proposal might give rise to false hopes among a population which they were unable
to assist. Such hopes might result in still more terrible sufferings.

The South African Delegate, however, strongly sympathised with these sufferings and did
not wish to risk adding to them. All political or military suggestions which would have no prac-
tical outcome must be avoided. He proposed to his Belgian colleague that the resolution should
be amended as follows:

"The Assembly of the League of Nations, moved by the present unhappy position
of Georgia, invites the Council to give attentive consideration to' the events in this part
of the world, so that it may be able to seize any opportunity which may arise for giving
assistance to the Georgian people in their distress."

M. ERICH (Finland) said that the Finnish Delegation associated itself with the spirit and
initiative of M. de Brouckere the more warmly as Finland was deeply conscious of the commu-
nity of interests existing between all the States which had severed their allegiance to the old
Russian Empire and had been founded upon its ruins. The large majority of these nations,
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formerly oppressed by the Russian Government, had, happily, succeeded in surviving their vicissi-
tudes, and, at the expense of considerable effort, had gained their independence. Other less for-
tunate nations had failed and had been obliged to accept the arbitrary rule of the Government of
the Soviets. Convinced that the League of Natifons would do its best to assist those States
which had preserved their independence in their important task of resisting the spread of Bol-
shevism and the attacks of the Russian invader, the Finnish Delegation hoped that the League
would also make an effort to save nations such as Georgia, or the unhappy province of Eastern
Carelia, whose inhabitants were united by race to the Finnish people, and whose cause had been
submitted for a consideration of the Secretariat. The Finnish Delegation hoped that the League
would be able to save these nations, which at the present moment were placed under the intoler-
able rule of the Bolshevists.

M. DEBROUCKfRE (Belgium), in reply to Mr. Fisher, wished to remove a misunderstanding.
The British Delegate had very properly remarked that the League should not undertake to assist
the cause of freedom by force of arms. The Belgian Delegate made detailed comments on the
various parts of the proposal and said that no such suggestion had been intended. The pro-
posal laid stress upon the need for patience, for abstaining from force, and, above all, for refusing
at the moment to embark upon a war. The author of the proposal had been so cautious that
he had not even included the word "independence", because he thought that a free life might
in practice take several different forms. One factor alone made liberty impossible-military
dictatorship. It might be said without temerity that, under favourable circumstances, the League
would help the Georgian people to attain a position in which they would no longer be subjected
to military force. If this idea, however, had not been sufficiently clearly expressed, the Belgian
Delegate would support his British colleague's suggestions.

He would find it more difficult to accept Lord Robert Cecil's amendment. The suppression
of the words "invaded and occupied contrary to the wishes of the inhabitants" would constitute
a refusal to recognise a fact which was not in dispute. The League had already heard charges
put forward by small nations against powerful nations. These cases had been brought in the
name of right. He asked whether, in cases affecting the Soviet Republic, the League no longer
dared to take right in consideration. The South African Delegate's wording was no answer to
this question, for the Georgians were not asking for mere charity. They knew that a League
of Nations had been created for the purpose of some day establishing right in the place of might.
Was the League to say to them : "We cannot grant you right, but we can give you alms"?

Lord Robert Cecil, with his passion for realities, had implored the Committee to proceed
with caution and had put it on its guard against idealism. The Belgian Delegate valued caution,
but he was also a supporter of boldness. They must dare to look the facts in the face and to
measure the difficulties, if they were to surmount them. They would not be giving rise to false
hopes among the Georgians, and he was convinced that the League would one day be able to
establish right. As Jaures had said, mankind could not live with the corpses of assassinated
nations in the cellar.

Further, the Georgian question was entangled with all present-day questions of practical
politics. Any attempt to solve the Armenian problem would at the same time affect Georgia.
The League would shortly be requested to intervene on behalf of peace in Asia Minor. He asked
if it could do so while the Caucasus question was still unsolved. He did not ask that the Geor-
gian problem should be solved immediately. The League need merely say that it had not over-
looked the Georgian question, and that its eager desire was to do justice at the proper time.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) had listened with deep interest to the statement of M. de Brouckere
and to the remarks of the British representative and of Lord Robert Cecil. There could not be
any very serious differences of opinion when once it had been established that the Belgian proposal
did not seek to intervene for the solution of the Georgian question by other than peaceful means.
That was the essential point. He also thought that there was some danger in the League's con-
fining itself to merely pious resolutions. They must not be too free with resolutions, for super-
ficial minds might be inclinead to think of the League as a gathering of States meeting once a
year for the expression of their wishes without any risk. On the other hand, so long as the League
was not a super-State-and that was a very distant eventuality-it would not have any material
means at its disposal, no army, no funds. It thus ought necessarily to confine itself to the expres-
sion of opinions supported by the universal conscience of mankind on questions affecting world
peace.

The Swiss Delegate did not think that the Belgian formula constituted a challenge; if it
had been otherwise he, the representative of the most neutral country in the world, could not
have been a party to it. The proposal stated an obvious fact, the formation of which would
hardly be sufficient to cause a state of tension between the League and the Soviet Republic.
However, if the Committee thought otherwise, the speaker would agree to the omission of the
words "invaded, etc." On the other hand, the final formula proposed by Lord Robert Cecil was
excessively vague. The Swiss Delegate proposed to keep to M. de Brouckere's wording, introduc-
ing the words "by peaceful means."

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium) accepted this amendment.

M. ASKENAZY (Poland) appreciated the lofty intentions of the Belgian Delegate, which found
an echo in all hearts. But the wise remarks of Lord Robert Cecil seemed to him worthy of the
true dignity of the League, of the great importance of its resolutions' of the feeling of respon-
sibility incurred, and of the hopes it might arouse. He would like to have been able to accept
M. Motta's suggestion, but if the words had a political meaning, he did not quite understand,


